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FOREWORD

American logistics in World War II was “‘big’’ by just about any mea-
surc one can devise. There is no question that it played a dominant
role in the allied victory and thereby shaped the history of the rest of
the century. The lessons of that achievement, consequently, remain
essential today, especially for those who study and work with the re-
sources component of United States grand strategy. So it is important
that those lessons be accurate, that they portray a balanced view, point-
ing out shortcomings as well as documenting great successes; other-
wise, a mythologized picture of the “‘Arsenal of Democracy’ may be
perpetuated. It was in this spirit that the Industrial College of the
Armed Forces convened a symposium to address the lessons of World
War II logistics—*‘the Big L.”’

The extended essays published here began as papers delivered at
the symposium, then were expanded and revised for this book. Writ-
ten by faculty of the Industrial College, theyaddress the massive subject
from seven perspectives: industrial mobilization; acquisition of war
materials; the economics of mobilization; the building of infrastruc-
ture; the Lend-Lease program; joint logistics in the Pacific Theater;
and jointlogistics—the “*materiel battle’’ —in Europe. The American
effort—mind-boggling as it was in sheer numbers—was flawed in
many respects. With the advantage of hindsight, the authors take a
hard, unsentimental look at these areas of WWII logistics and offer a
balanced analysis that will best serve our understanding of this subject.

It is particularly appropriate that this book is a product of the In-
dustrial College because ICAF isa unique institution—the only senior
military college in the world dedicated to comprehensive study of the
resourccs component of national security. The idea for the book as
well as the symposium was conceived and seen to fruition bya member
of the ICAF faculty. The book you hold in your hands is no mere pro-
ceedings of a conference, but a comprehensive, fully developed an-
thology that can serve both as a textbook for the student and an en-
lightening guide for the general reader.

John S. Cowings

Major General, U.S. Army

Commandant, Industrial College
of the Armed Forces
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INTRODUCTION

Alan Gropman

hat do we mean by our title: The Big “‘L"’? We mean we intend

to examine World War II logistics from a broad viewpoint.
Here are some definitions of logistics indicating the expanse of the
expression. ‘‘Logistics is a system cstablished to create and sustain
military capability.””! Createis a broad term which involves raw materi-
als, people, and finance (or labor and capital), research and develop-
ment, machine tools, factories and transportation (which we call
infrastructure), and acquisition. Sustain is equally broad, involving
munitions and ammunition, food and cooks, spares and spare parts,
maintenance and maintainers, billets and billeters, hospitals and
doctors and nurses, and transportation (roads, railroads, airfields,
ports, canals, bridges, locks—more infrastructure—pilots, merchant
mariners, drivers).

Historian Stanley Falk defines logistics on two levels. At the im-
mediare level, he specifies that *‘logistics is essentially moving, supply-
ing, and maintaining military forces. It is basic to the ability of armies,
{leets, and air forces to operate—indced to exist. It involves men
and materiel, transportation. quarters and depots, communications,
evacuation and hospitalization, personnel replacement, service and
adiministration.”” On a broader plane, Falk says logistics is the “‘eco-
nomics of warfare, including industrial mobilization, research and
development, funding procurement, recruitment and training, test-

! Jerome G. Peppers, Jv. istory of United States Military Logistics 1935-1985, A
Brief Review (Huntsville: Logistics Education Foundation Publishing, 1988), iv.
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The Big “L"”

ing, and, in effect, practically everything related to military activities
besides strategy and tactics.”?

A founding father of logistics thinking, Henry Eccles explains
the word this way:

Logistics is the bridge between the national economy and the
combat forces, and logistics thus operates as ‘military economics’
in the fullest sense of the word. Therefore, logistics must be
seen from two viewpoints. Logistics has its roots in the national
economy. In this area it is dominated by civilian influences and
civilian authority. In this arca the major criterion of logistics is
production efficiency. On the other hand, the end product of
logistics lies in the operations of combat forces. There logistics
is dominated by military influence and by military authority. In
this area the major criterion of logistics is its effectiveness in
creating and sustaining combat forces in action against an
enemy.

More concisely: *‘Logistics is the provision of the physical means by
which power is exercised by organized forces. In military terms, it
is the creation and sustained support of combat forces and weapons.
Its objective is maximum sustained combat effectiveness. Logistical
activities involve the direction and coordination of those technical
and functional activities which in summation create or support the
military forces.” Eccles also understood the relationship between
logistics and grand strategy: ‘‘economic capabilities limit the combat
forces which can be created. At the same time logistic capabilities
limit the forces which can be employed in combat operations. Thus,
it is obvious that economic-logistic factors determine the limits of
strategy. The economic act of industrial mobilization is related to the
grand strategy. The operational logistic action is related to specific
strategic plans and to specific tactical operations.’™

% George C. Thorpe’s Pure Logistics: The Science of War Preparation, introduced
by Stanley L. Falk (Washington: National Defense University Press, 1986), xi.

® Henry E. Eccles, Logistics in the National Defense (Westport: Greenwood Press,
1981}, 17-18, 23, 4]1. Duncan Ballantine writes: “‘As the link between the war front
and the homc front the logistic process is at once the military clement in the
nation’s economy and the economic element in its military operations.”” Duncan
S. Ballantine, U.S. Naval Logistics in the Second World War (Princeton: Princeton Uni-
versity Press, 1947), 3.

xiv



INTRODUCTION

The relationship between grand strategy and logistics, there-
fore, is fused. In the case of the United States in World War II the
connection between the two was intimate—in fact it was intrin-
sic—logistics was the strategy!* Germany’s grand strategy was light-
ning war, one that poorly considered logistics, and Germany built a
logistics foundation suitable for quick wars against weaker or politi-
cally divided enemies. That state put a much higher percentage of
its people into uniform, especially the ground forces (Germany mo-
bilized a military force as great as that of the United States with
a much smaller population), and the United States put a smaller
percentage of its population into uniform (smaller than both major
adversaries and both major allies too) and a higher percentage of
its population into factories producing munitions for itself and, as
importantly, for Germany’s (and Japan’s) enemies. Germany paid
dearly in human losses and defeat.

Military historian Kent Greenfield argued ‘‘that the concept

* An Army “‘official” history argues: *World War II was a logisticians war. Its
outstanding characteristics were the totality with which manpower and resources
were mobilized and the vigor with which the belligerents actempted to destroy
each other’s material resources for war. Fabrication and assembly plants, refineries,
laboratories, rail and highway networks, ports and canals, oil fields, and power
generating installations, because of their logistic importance werc primary objects
of offensive action. Developments in mechanized, aerial, and amphibious warfare
made the logistic support of armed forces vastly more complicated and extensive. . . .
Our cause would have been lost without the magnificent logistic support by our
entire Nation. Logistics provided the tools with which our air, ground, and sca
forces fashioned victory. . . .. World War II was a war of logistics. Never before had
war been waged on such varied, widespread fronts. Never had onc involved so many
men, so much materiel, nor such great distances. Never had combat operations so
directly affected whole industrial systems and populations. Logistics . . . in many
cascs dictated . .. considerations of strategy, whether the grand strategy of the
United Nations or the strategy of a single campaign. From the over-all standpoint,
the major logistic problem of the war was the utilization of national resources in
mceting the nceds of the strategic plans formulated by the Combined Chiefs of
Staff . . . for the complete defeat of Germany and Japan. . . . No strategic plan could
be drafted without a determination and evaluation of the major logistic factors.”
Director of the Service, Supply, and Procurement Division, War Department Gen-
eral Staff, Logistics in World War H: Final Report of the Army Service Forces, reprinted by
the Center of Military History (Washington: Center of Military History, 1993) viii,
32, 33.
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The Big “L”

underlying’” President Franklin D. Roosevelt’s grand strategy was
that “‘the role of America was from first to last to serve as ‘the arsenal
of Democracy,” ”’ and that its proper contribution to victory was to
confront its enemies with a rapidly growing weight of material power
that they could not hope to match; then use it to crush them with
a minimum expenditure of American lives.”

Roosevelt declared his strategic logistic intent on 29 December
1940. With half of France occupied and all of Czechoslovakia, Po-
land, the Netherlands, Belgium, Luxembourg, Denmark, and Nor-
way fully enslaved by Nazi Germany, and with the United Kingdom
economically ruined and fighting alone, he gave his “‘Arsenal of
Democracy’ fireside chat. The United States would be the logistic
foundation for the alliance it selected to join first politically and
more important economically, and after 7 December 1941, militarily.
Previously that month, Roosevelt had announced the lend-lease con-
cept in a press conference, and now he was using his very bully pulpit
to rally the country to his strategy.

This was Roosevelt’s first fireside chat after his third election.
He wanted to convey a sense of urgency about United States security
and about the need to provide war materials to the United Kingdom
and to prepare for combat should that come. The previous month,
Roosevelt had sent 50 overage destroyers to Britain in exchange for
basing rights. This was an unneutral act for which Roosevelt did not
ask congressional permission. The president (and his military chiefs)
believed the consequences of a British defeat for the United States
were intolerable. He said:

My friends, this is not a Fireside Chat on war. It is a talk on
national security; because the nub of the whole purpose of your
president is to keep you now, and your children later . . . out of
a last-ditch war for the preservation of American independence
and all of the things that American independence means to you
and to me and to ours. .. ..

Some of our people like to believe that wars in Europe and
in Asia are of no concern to us. But it is a matter of most vital
concern to us that European and Asiatic war-makers should not

® Kent Roberts Greentield, American Strategy in World War II: A Reconsideration
(Malabar, Florida: Robert E. Krieger, 1982), 74.
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INTRODUCTION

gain control of the oceans which lead to this hemisphere. ...
Does anyone scriously believe that we need to fear attack any-
where in the Americas while a free Britain remains our most
powerful naval neighbor in the Atlantic? And does anyone seri-
ously believe, on the other hand, that we could rest easy if the
Axis powers were our neighbors there?

If Great Britain goes down, the Axis powers will control
the continents of Europe, Asia, Africa, Australasia, and the high
seas—and they will be in a position to bring enormous military
and naval resources against this hemisphere. . . . There is danger
ahead. . .. We must admit that there is risk in any course we may
take. But I deeply believe that the great majority of our people
agree that the course that I advocate involves the least risk now
and the greatest hope for world peace in the tuture. The people
of Europe who are defending themselves do not ask us to do
their fighting. They ask us for the implements of war, the planes,
the tanks, the guns, the freighters which will enable them to
fight for their liberty and for our security. Emphatically, we must
get these weapons to them . . . in sufficient volume and quickly
enough, so that we and our children will bc saved the agony
and suffering of war which others have had to endure. . .. De-
mocracy’s fight against world conquest is being greatly aided,
and must be more greatly aided, by the rearmament of the
United States and by sending every ounce and every ton of muni-
tions and supplies that we can possibly spare to help the defend-
ers who are in the front lines. ... We are planning our own
defense with the utmost urgency and in its vast scale we must
integrate the war needs of Britain and the other free nations
which are resisting aggressions. . . . We must be the great arsenal
of democracy. For us this is an emergency as serious as war itself.
We must apply ourselves to our task with the same resolution,
the same sense of urgency, the same spirit of patriotism and
sacrifice as we would show were we at war . . . .°

6 Russell F. Buhite and David W. Levy, editors, FDR’s Fiveside Chats (Norman:
University of Oklahoma Press, 1992) 163-173.
Greenfield, has written: *‘One of the foundations on which American strategy

was built had already hardened into a national resolution before the United States
had entered the war. This was that the national interest of the United Statcs required
the survival of Great Britain and its postwar freedom of action as a great power. It
was embodied in the policy of the President to which the nation gradually rallied
in the interval between the fall of France in June, 1940, and December 7, 1941. It
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The Big “L”

The next month Roosevelt asked the Congress for permission
to lend or lease munitions and other supplies to the United Kingdom
and to whomevcer else’s defense the president thought vital to the
security of the United States. Two months later the Congress gave
the president the Lend-Lease authority he asked for. Lend-Lease
preserved the United Kingdom in its darkest hours. It sustained the
Soviet Union at the moment of its greatest peril, and it provided
that state the munitions and raw materials that in very large part
contributed to the slaughter of 90 percent of the German military
forces who were killed during World War II. (China received Lend-
Lease support too in its war with Japan.)

It’s an old story, but bears repeating. The United States used a
logistic strategy (as opposed to Hitler's Blitzkrieg strategy) to build
armaments in depth rather than in width. Hitler, who expected to
win his wars quickly, did not invest in infrastructure—that is, he did
not use his raw materials to build new munitions factories; he used
materials to build new munitions. When he discovered that the war
was to be a long one, he had to begin building factories after the
United States had completed its factory construction. Germany mo-
bilized more men for its army than did the United States and about
as many men in its armed forces as the United States (with a much
smaller population), spent a greater part of its gross national product
on the war than the United States, and had a higher percentage of
its women producing in industry than the United States, but it did
not produce sufficient armaments and was drowned in a sea of allied
munitions.

This volume, then, will examine logistics defined broadly. Indus-
trial mobilization for the war will be explored, acquisition of materiel
will be scrutinized, management of the United States economy will
be surveyed, infrastructurc construction both in the United States
and overseas will be investigated, Lend-Lease (combined logistics)
will be appraised, and joint military logistics in both major theaters
will be studied. In this way, to varying levels of depth, we will have
scanned American logistics in World War II from a broad perspec-
tive.

remained the foundation of American strategy throughout World War II.”” See
Greenfield, 3.
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1. INDUSTRIAL MOBILIZATION

Alan Gropman

n a toast made by Joseph Stalin during the December 1943,
Teheran Conference the Soviet dictator praised United States
manufacturing:

[ want to tell you from the Russian point of view, what the Presi-
dent and the United States have done to win the war. The most

important things in this war are machines.... The United
States . .. 1s a country of machines. Without the use of those
machines . . . we would lose this war.’

World War II was won in largest part because of superior allied
armaments production.? The United States greatly outproduced all

! Stephen Donadio, Joan Smith, Susan Mesner, Rebecca Davison (editors), The
New York Public Library Book of Twentieth-Century Quotations (New York: Warner Books,
1992), 184. Sec David C. Rutenberg, Janc S. Allen (editors), The Logistics of Waging
War: American Logistics 1774-1985 Emphasizing the Development of Airpower (Gunter
Air Force Station, Air Force Logistics Management Center, 1986). 81-82. More
than $48 billion worth of supplies were furnished to allies, and aircraft and parts
amounted to more than 16 percent of that total. About two-thirds of the total went
to the British Empire, and most of that went to the United Kingdom.

2 Alan Milward wrote that *‘the war was decided by the weight of armaments
production.”” Alan S. Milward, War, Economy and Society: 1939-1945 (Los Angeles:
University of California Press, 1979), 75. World War I was extraordinarily different
from World War I, given that only 20 vears separated them. A typical United States
Army division in World War Il required the support of 400,000 horsepower to keep
it moving, versus 3,500 for one of General John J. Pershing's divisions, and a World
War II division was less than half the size of a World War I similar unit. Considering
the relative sizes, a World War II unit requited 228 times the horscpower of the
one 20 years carlier. Thus the demand on industry in World War Il was truly striking.
See James I.. Abrahamson, The American Home Front (Washington: National Defense
University Press, 1983), 132.




The Big “L”

its allies and all its enemies, and at its output peak in late 1943
and early 1944, was manufacturing munitions almost equal to the
combined total of both its friends and advcrsaries. The prodigious
arms manufacturing capability of the United States is well known by
even casual readers of World War II history, if its decisiveness is
not as well understood. But myths provoked by sentimentality have
evolved in the half century since the war ended, and thesc have
become a barrier to comprehending the lessons of that era.

When viewed in isolation, the output is indeed impressive.
United States gross national product grew by 52 percent between
1939 and 1944 (much more in unadjusted dollars), munitions pro-
duction sky rocketed from virtually nothing in 1939 to unprece-
dented levels, industrial output tripled, and even consumer spending
increased (unique among all combatants). But United States indus-
trial production was neither a ‘“‘miracle’’ nor was its output compara-
tively mighty given the American advantages of abundant raw materi-
als, superb transportation and technological infrastructure, a large
and skilled labor force, and, most importantly, two large ocean bar-
riers to bar bombing of its industries.? Germany, once it abandoned
its Blitzkrieg strategy, beccame similarly productive, if not more so,
and British and Russian industry, given German attacks on Britain
and the Soviet Union, performed outstandingly, too.?

This is not to say that United States logistics grand strategy” was

* Milward, 78-74. The United States ‘*had advantages in terms of size of labour
force and raw material supply that were shared only by the Soviet Union, or would
have been had not so much of Russia been in German hands.”

* Paul A.C. Koistinen is probably the most asscrtive revisionist dealing with
United States World War II industrial production. See his ““Warfare and Power
Relations in America: Mobilizing the World War 1T Economy,”” in James Titus (edi-
tor), The Home Front and War in the Twentieth Century: The American Experience in
Comparative Perspective: Proceedings of the Tenth Air Force Academy Military History Sympo-
sium (Washington, Office of Air Force History, 1984), 101. For an opposing view
see, in the same volume, Robert D. Cuff's commentary on Koistinen's essay. Cuff,
112-115.

® Milward, 40. The United States strategy for World War I was openly based
on logistics. Roosevelt had no desire to squander lives as they had been wasted in
World War I. He expected to win the war *‘through industrial production. The
strategic assumption was that over a long period of time the United States must be
ultimately victorious if war came to a battle of production.”

2



INDUSTRIAL MOBILIZATION

not ultimately effective. The United States and its allies were, of
course, victorious, and in winning, the United States lost far fewer
lives than any of its adversaries and fewer than its main allies. Stalin
was correct when he hailed American production. But the halo that
has surrounded the era needs to be examined because enormous
governmental supervisory, labor-management relations,® and do-
mestic political frictions hampered the effort—and there is no rea-
son to think that these problems would not handicap future mobili-
zation efforts. With enormous threats looming in the mid-1930s and
increasing as Europe exploded into war at the end of the decade,
the United States was in no way unified in its perception of the
hazards, nor was there any unity in government or business about
what to do about it.” A nostalgic look at United States industrial
mobilization during World War II will not make future mobilizations
of any size more effective.

Certainly none of the major World War II adversaries was less
prepared for war in 1939 than the United States. There were fewer
than 200,000 men in the Army, only 125,202 in the Navy and fewer than
20,000 in the Marine Corps. Those troops who went on maneuvers

® Labor was gencrally discontented during the war. Wages rose from $.64/hour
in 1939 to $.81/hour in 1944 and there were gains from overtime work, but taxes
and ‘‘voluntary’’ bond allotments drove some of these wage gains down. At the
hcight of the war, however, corporate profits, after taxes and in constant dollars
were up more than 100 percent (vice labor’s 21 percent gain). Farmers’ income
went up even more. Business, morcover, benefited from government building of
factories and gencrous tax credits if it invested in factories. Koistinen, 106-109.
Alan Milward estimates that industrial profits rose by 350 percent before taxation
and 120 percent after taxation while wages rose by only 50 percent before taxation
and prices rose by 20 percent. Milward, 63-72.

7 Koistinen, 107-108. He argues the United States economic mobilization was
fragmented because *‘public opinion was not only confused and contradictory dur-
ing the war, but also manifested a callous, selfish and uncaring streak.”” See also in
the same volume John Morton Blum’s essay “‘United Against: American Culture
and Society during World War I1,”” 5—14. ““During the war the American people . . .
responded to their visceral hatreds . . . In the spring of 1942 surveys indicated that
some seventeen million Americans ‘in one way or another’ opposed the prosecution
of the war.” In the United States, as clsewhere, ‘‘the war at once aroused and
revealed the dark, the naked, and shivering nature of man.”

3
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in 1939 and 1940 used broomsticks to simulate rifles and trucks to
represent tanks.® Despite war orders from Britain and France in 1939
and 1940 and Lend-Lease shipments to Britain, the Soviet Union,
China, and elsewhere after Lend-Lease took effect in March 1941,
there were still 5 million Americans unemploycd at the end of the
year.® Hitler's Germany had long since absorbed its unemployment
by building arms and German infrastructure. In the United States
great progress had been made by the time production peaked in
late 1943, compared with the situation in 1941, but output could
have been even higher.

The inefficiency of World War Il industrial mobilization, the
fact that it took from August 1939, when the first federal agency
designed to analyze mobilization options—the War Resources
Board—was inaugurated, to May 1943, when the final supervisory
agency was put in place—the Office of War Mobilization—should
be instructive. That industrial mobilization, because it had failed in
World War I, was studied throughout the inter-war period should
also bec sobering. Certainly the interwar planners hoped to improve
on the World War I experience with industrial mobilization. They
failed.

MOBILIZATION ACTIVITIES BEFORE
PEARL HARBOR DAY

Despite the fact that World War I had been raging for 32 months
when the United States declared war, and in spite of the large num-
bers of war orders received by United States industry to arm the
French and the British, and despite the National Defense Act of

® Jerome G. Peppers, Jr., Flistory of United States Military Logistics, 1935~1985, A
Brief Review (Huntsville, Logistics Education Foundation Publishing, 1988), 6. Sce
also Donald M. Nelson, Arsenal of Democracy (New York: Harcourt, Brace, and Com-
pany, 1946}, 41. In 1940, according to Nelson, who was Chairman of the War Produc-
tion Board, the Army had on hand 900,000 Springfield rifles from World War I and
1.2 million British Enfields, all obsolete, and only 50 million pounds (not tons) of
fresh powder and 48 million pounds left over from World War 1.

® Peppers, 19.
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1916!° which, among many other things, established a mechanism
for mobilizing industry, United States ground and air forces that
fought in World War I were largely supplied by French and British
munitions.'! Industrial mobilization had been so inept that Congress
passed legislation soon after World War I ended to build an appara-
tus to ensure that the next time the United States went to war it
would be better mobilized industrially.

The National Defense Act, June 1920, explicitly outlined respon-
sibilities in the Office of the Secretary of War that streamlined pro-
curement for that day’s military and planning for the future.

Hereafter, in addition to such duties as may be assigned him by
the Sccretary of War, the Assistant Secrctary of War, . .. shall be
charged with the supervision of the procurement of all military
supplies and other business of the War Department pertaining
thereto and the assurance of adequate provision for mobiliza-
tion of materiel and industrial organizations essential to wartime
necds . . . There shall be detailed to the office of the Assistant
Secretary of War from the branches engaged in procurement
such numbers of officers and civilian employees as may be . ..
approved by the Sceretary of War . . . Chiefs of branches of the
Army charged with the procurement of supplies for the Army
shall report direct to the bsnsmnt Secretary of \\ar regarding
all matters of procurement.!

The Assistant Secretary of War now had under his control some-
thing that had been lacking in the Army for 150 years: unified pro-

1 Marvin A. Kreidberg and Merton G. Henry, History of Military Mobilization in
the United States Army, 1775-1945 (Washington, Headquarters United States Army,
1955), 192-194.

1] M. Scammell, *‘History of the Industrial College of the Armed Forces
1924-1946,” unpublished manuscript in the archives of the National Defense Uni-
versity Library, 5. Scammell quotes David Lloyd George’s memoirs thusly: “it is one
of the inexplicable paradoxes of history, that the greatest machine-producing nation
on earth failed to turn out the mechanisms of war after 18 months of sweating and
husting. ... There were no braver or more fearless men in any Army, but the
organization at home and behind the lines was not worthy of the rcputation which
American business men have deservedly won for smartness, promptitude and cffi-
ciency.” Scammell, 4.

2 Kreidberg and Henry, 493.
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curement and a directive to plan for future purchasing. In October
1921 in his first memorandum, the Assistant Secretary established a
Procurement Division to supervise ‘‘the procurement of all military
supplies and other business of the War Department ... and the
assurance of adequate provision for the mobilization of material and
industrial organizations essential to wartime needs.”” This division
was further subdivided into a Planning Branch and a Current Supply
Branch. The Planning Branch was accountable for planning for war-
time procurement and industrial mobilization, and was also the
agency designated to deal with the Navy department and all other
government departments on ‘‘all matters pertaining to the allotment
of industrial facilities and materials required for war.”” The Planning
Branch was further subdivided into many sections including: Indus-
trial Policy, Purchase, Production Allocation, Labor, Finance, For-
eign Relations, Transportation, and Storage. It survived into World
War II, and for more than a decade was the only agency engaged
in industrial mobilization planning.'®

People who worked in the Assistant Secretary’s office, however,
received no respect from members of the General Staff, and through-
out the 1920s and 1930s there was friction between the logisticians
and the operators. At times the relationship became sulfurous. For
example, General Charles P. Summerall, Army Chief of Staff from
1926 to 1930, “‘forbade his subordinates to cooperate with’’ the Of-
fice of the Assistant Secretary of War, ““which he recommended be
abolished.”” He called the Assistant Secretary’s Executive Officer,
Brigadier General George Van Horn Mosely, a logistician, a *‘trai-
tor,” and a ‘‘scoundrel.””!*

13 Ibid., 496—497. Previously the General Staff, itself not 20 yvears old, was re-
sponsible for procurement, but it had proved itself inept at this task when burdened
with so many operational responsibilities during the war. Preparing Army officers for
this responsibility, when knowledge of industry was absent in the military, became a
difficulty which led to the creation of the Army Industrial College. Scammell, 18,
19.

'* Terrence J. Gough, **Soldiers, Businessmen and US Industrial Mobilization
Planning Between the World Wars, ** War & Society, 9, 1 ( May, 1991), 68~69. There
was so much acrimony between G-3 (Operations) and the logisticians that there
was no formal liaison between G-3 and the Office of the Assistant Secretary of War
throughout these two crucial decades.
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In addition to the Planning Branch in the Assistant Secretary’s
office, there was another logistics entity: the Army and Navy Muni-
tions Board, created in 1922 1o coordinate ‘‘the planning for acquir-
ing munitions and supplies required for the Army and Navy Depart-
ments for war purposes and to meet the needs of any joint plans.”
This Board was also charged with developing ‘‘a suitable legislative
program’ to be put into effect at the appropriate time to ‘‘enable
the procurement program to be’’ established. Unlike the procure-
ment and planning duties determined for the Assistant Secretary,
the Army and Navy Munitions Board had no specific legislative sanc-
_ tion and no appropriation until July 1, 1939 when President Franklin
D. Roosevelt directed that this organization and several other joint
boards come under the direct supervision of the president.'?

It was clearly understood that the Army and Navy Munitions
Board was not subordinate to the Army and Navy Joint
Board—mainly an operational planning organization—but was
equal to it. Through the early 1930s there was little life and no power
in the Munitions Board because of interservice problems. The Army
G-3 did its planning for troop mobilization without reference to
the Navy, and the Planning Branch did its industrial mobilization
planning similarly oblivious to the Navy’s potential needs. In 1932,
however, the Munitions Board was reorganized to include the Direc-
tor of the Planning Branch and similar personnel from the Navy
logistics community. A secretary was authorized and eight divisions
formed dealing with such items as price controls, contracting, com-
modities, powcr, etc. In 1933 the Board took over sponsorship of
the industrial mobilization plans and began to compile lists of stra-
tegic and critical materials.'®

EDUCATION FOR MOBILIZATION

But when the Planning Branch was formed in 1921 and the
Board in 1922, there was no formal schooling for the people who
joined the staffs of either organization. That was rectified in 1924

15 Kreidberg and Henry, 499-302.
15 Ibid.
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with the establishment of the Army Industrial College. Staff officers
in the Assistant Secretary of War Office recognized from the start
that formal education was needed if those who worked in the Plan-
ning Branch were to be effective. In 1924 the War Department issued
a general order establishing the College: ‘A college to be known as
the Army Industrial College . .. for the purpose of training Army
officers in the useful knowledge pertaining to the supervision of all
military supplies in time of war and to the assurance of adequate
provisions for the mobilization of materiel and industrial organiza-
tions essential to war time (sic] needs.”” The College was assigned
to the Assistant Secretary for supervision rather than the General
Staff —which supervised all other general service schools. The first
course lasted 5 months and had only 9 officers in its student comple-
ment, but soon after the College was established, Navy and Marine
officers began attending. From the beginning, the student focus was
on general logistics and not just on procurement. In the 1920s the
prestige of the school was low, but over time it improved, although
probably no officer—and certainly no combat officer—saw it as
equal in importance to the Army War College.!”

The motivations of the school’s founders went beyond just un-
derstanding the mechanics of procurement and industrial mobiliza-
tion. They hoped to educate military officers to control industrial
mobilization, and in fact direct the war industries. These officers
believed it had been a mistake o leave control of war industries in
the hands of financiers and industrialists like Bernard Baruch during
World War [, and thought that military control would yield efficiency.
“Neither side viewed the other as a partner in a mutually beneficial
endeavor.” '™

The staff officer most involved in fostering the creation of the
College, James H. Burns, wrote: “*While actual production was esscn-
tially the task of industry, planning and control—in the broad
sense—of the production of War Department supplies . . . were pri-
marily military responsibilities.”” He argued that the “authority’’ to

" Ibid., 497-498.

¥ Terrence J. Gough, “Origins of the Army Industrial College: Military Busi-
ness Tensions After World War 17" Armed Forces & Society, 17, 2 (Winter. 1991),
270-271.
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plan and control *‘should not be surrendered’’ to agencies outside of
the War Department, and that Army ‘‘should organize” to supervise
industry. He believed that the War Department ‘‘should not only
have a plan worked out, but that military men should be thoroughly
trained in the plan so that they could man key positions in time of
war.”” Once war production was started “‘these men could be re-
placed by ‘Captains of Industry’ working as a part of the War Depart-
ment organization.”” Thus the Army Industrial College was to pro-
vide logistical officers with the expertise to ensure their dominance
over civilians in mobilization.'?

The notion of the Army completely directing industry in the
United States strikes one as arrogance at worst and naive at best, but
it is most symbolic of the suspicion which soldiers held for business-
men—rthe former dedicated to their mission and to victory for which
they would sacrifice their lives if necessary, and the latter dedicated
to improving the hottom line. The notion that somechow soldiers
(sailors and marines too since they became Industrial College stu-
dents soon after the school opcned) could master industry after a
5>-month (later a 10-month) course is of course preposterous, and
General Hugh Johnson, a World War 1 mobilization authority, wrote
so in 1938 and again in 1939:

The Army Industrial College is a getrich-quick course in which
professional Army ofticers arc taught, in a few months, all about
running the industries of this country by military instructors,
most of whom never even ran a peanut stand. . . . The average
officer lives a life as remote from our day-to-day business struggle
as a cloistered monk.

The War Department itself has no business whatever ‘direct-
ing’ industry in war. That is a Inammoth and vital task—as great
and vital as fighting a war. The Army already has the latter task.
It should not jimmy up the works by taking on another just as

big the moment the guns begin to roar ... it would be just as
19 Gough, “‘Soldiers, Businessmen, and US Industrial Mobilization. . .,"" 70.

Gough cites works published by Burns and Davis. His view is supported by Joanne
E. Johnson, “The Army Industrial College and Mobilization Planning Between the
Wars,”” unpublished Executive Research Paper, (Washington: Industrial College of
the Armed Forces), 1-43.
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absurd and disastrous to use them on this job as it would be to
elbow all the generals aside and put industrial leaders in com-
mand of armies. Put armies under soldiers and industrial mobi-
lizers under industrialists and let all shoemakers stick to their
lasts.°

By December 1941 the College had trained about 1,000 officers
of whom 15 percent were from the Navy and Marine Corps. Many
of these men worked in the Planning Branch and Army and Navy
Munitions Board. During World War II there were about 25,000
officers in Army procurement, and no more than 2 percent of these
could have been Industrial College graduates.?! The students of the
Industrial College studied industrv intensely, examined the activities
of the War Industries Board and other World War I mobilization
agencies and analyzed mobilization problems from that war. They
also provided analytical support to the Planning Branch and to the
Army and Navy Munitions Board when these organizations wrote
the various Industrial Mobilization Plans.??

INTER-WAR PLANNING FOR INDUSTRIAL
MOBILIZATION

The National Defense Act of 1920—the foundation for the Plan-
ning Branch, the Army and Navy Munitions Branch, and the Army
Industrial College—also directed that the Assistant Secretary of War
prepare an industrial mobilization plan to prevent the fumbling that
occurred during World War 1.** During the interwar period there
were four plans written. The first, in 1922, written in the Planning
Branch, was really an outline of a plan to be prepared in three vol-

% The former quote was from the Washington News, November 1, 1938, and
the latter from the Philadelphia Inquirer, May 5, 1939, and both are cited in Johnson,
20~21.

21 Gough, '‘Soldiers, Businessmen and US Industrial Mobilization. . .,”" 72.

# Johnson, 1-43. Donald Nelson wrote that the Industrial College produced
a ‘“‘reserve of practical experiencce and research,” but that it was not used by the
early groups Rooscvelt appointed to manage industrial mobilization. Nelson, 92.

2 Kreidberg and Henry, 692-693.
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umes, which evolved into an Industrial Mobilization Basic Plan in
1924—but which was still an outline plan. The latter recognized the
need for an industrial mobilization superagency to be ‘‘established
by act of Congress or by the President, under congressional authority
for . . . coordinating, adjusting and conserving the available agencies
for resources so as to promptly and adequately meet the maximum
requirements of the military forces and the essential needs of the
civilian population.” This was essentially a procurement plan.

The keystone of the 1924 plan and all those that followed was
a hypothetical M-[ Mobilization]Day, the date of the first day of mobi-
lization, considered synonymous with a declaration of war. The offi-
cers in the Planning Branch (and subsequent authors) found it in-
conceivable ‘‘in the light of American practice and thinking’’ that
the “‘United States would ever begin mobilizing before the outbreak
of war.”’** As it actually happened, Roosevelt indeed began to con-
sider mobilizing industry even before Germany invaded Poland.
Four mobilization agencies were tried, and all of them failed, before
the Japanese bombed Pcarl I1arbor.

The 1930 plan had three additional flaws, all of which were
carried through in subsequent Industrial Mobilization Plans. One
was the assertion that existing executive and other government agen-
cies should not be used as any of the government’s tools for industrial
mobilization. This provoked hostility in the senior departments. An-
other was the failure to recommend a branch to collect, assess, and
distribute statistics (also carried forward into subsequent plans), and,
most significantly, the failure to recognize that the United States
would probably have to assist in arming its allies.?®

The 1933 plan’'s preface summarized the thinking behind all of
the interwar industrial mobilization planning:

21 1bid., 502-504. These Industrial Mobilization Plans (1922/1924, 1930, 1936,
1939 can be found in the National Archives. The 1933, 1936 and 1939 Plans can
also be found at the National Defense University Library Archives. Kreidberg and
Henry rely very heavily in this section of their massive work on mobilization on
Harold W. Thatcher, “‘Planning for Industrial Mobilization 1920-1940, (Washing-
ton: Office of the Quartermaster General, 1948). There is a circulation copy of this
unpublished work in the National Defense I.ibrary collection.

25 Ibid., 516~b17.
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War is no longer simply a battle between armed forces in the
field—it is a struggle in which each side strives to bring to bear
against the enemy the coordinated power of every individual

and every material resource at its command . . . The following
comprise the essentials of a complete plan for mobilization of
Industry:

a. Procurcment planning
(1) Determination of requirements
{2) Dcvelopment of plans for the procurement of such re-
quirements
b. Plans for control of economic resources and mobilization of
industry
(1) Determination of the measures to be employed to insure
the proper coordination and use of the Nation’s re-
sources.
(2) Development of plans for the organization and adminis-
trative machinery that will execute these control mea-

SUT(‘.S.QG

The plan was approved by both the Secretary of War and Secretary
of the Navy (the first to be approved by both, and the first written
by the Army and Navy Munitions Board). This plan called for ap-
pointment by the president of an ‘“Administrator of War Indus-
tries.”’%’

The Army and Navy Munitions Board planned for a transition
organization to mobilize industry during the period immediately
after a declaration of war and before the War Industries Administra-
tion was fully formed. Planners wrote on July 19, 1934: “*. . . to make
the War Industries Administration responsive to the needs of the
Army and Navy, it is proposed to take from the Army and Navy
Munitions Board and from the Army and Navy Departments a lim-
ited number of seasoned officer personnel . . . to assist the Adminis-
trator of the War Industries Admninistration and to act as advisors to

2% Industrial Mobilization Plan, Revised 1933, National Defeuse University Library
Archives, vii-xi.

¥’ Ibid.. 18. The Gerald P. Nye Committee (Special Commitiee Investigating
the Munitions Industry) was critical of this Plan because it did not sufficiently control
war profiteering and because the Committee saw a threat of press censorship in
the public affairs parts of the Plan.
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him.”” They also suggested that the Army and Navy Munitions Board
“*conform its structure to that planned for the War Industries Admin-
istration.”” This meant that at the outset of the war the country’s
economy would be controlled by Army and Navy officers.?

The 1936 plan, a further revision of the 1933 plan (a revision
of the 1930 plan) was 75 pages long, including suggested legisla-
tion!?” This Plan called for a War Resources Administration and War
Resources Administrator, an individual with vast powers, similar to
those that Bernard Baruch had in 1918 as head of the War Industries
Board and James F. Byrnes was to get in May 1943 as Director of the
Officc of War Mobilization. Baruch, who was asked to review this
plan, was critical of it because it failed adequately to consider the
production needs of the civilian population. He was also insistent
that industrial mobilization be implemented under civilian control
and that specific plans for the use of industry should be made by
civilian industrial experts in the respective fields. He found intolera-
ble the degree of involvement in industrial mobilization of the Army
and Navy Munitions Board.*

‘The 1939 plan was even shorter than the 1936 revision. Like
the 1936 plan, it called for an Administrator of War Resources to
be at the top of the entire mobilization apparatus and that all other
agencies formed to mobilize the country’s industries were (o assist
the War Resources Administrator.®! This Plan, was published after
Germany invaded Poland, and it was not used. The muddling that
had accompanied World War I mobilization was being repeated.
Given the eagerness expressed by the Congress and the Assistant
Secretary of War and the Assistant Secretary of the Navy, why?

For one reason, the plans were thin—the last being only 18
pages—and thercfore superficial. One reason for this was the num-
ber of staff officers who could be in Washington either on the Army
General Staff or in the Assistant Secretary’s Office was severely lim-

# Kreidberg and Henry, 518-325.

2% Industriad Mobilization Plan, Revised 1936 (Washington, Government Printing
Office. 1936). Found in the National Defense University Library Archives.

 Kreidberg and Henry. 529-530.

3 Industrial Mobilization Plan, Revision of 1939 (Washington: Government Print-
ing Office, 1939) 1-18, and “"Annexes to 1939 L.M.P.[Industrial Mobilization Plan]”’
both found in the National Defense University Library Archives.
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ited by Congress.” There were simply too few staff officers to per-
form significant industrial mobilization planning at the same time
as operational planning and other staff functions. Congress was espe-
cially concerned that the president might drag the country into an
unnecessary war. The disillusionment and resentment that followed
World War I hamstrung the president.”®

Although perhaps better than nothing, and certainly better than
anything on the shelf'in April 1917, the Industrial Mobilization Plans
were faulty. They were prepared entirely by military agencies with
some knowledge of industry but no real depth. They were, moreover,
rigidly based on the M-Day concept and lacked the flexibility needed
for adaptation to a gradual mobilization. The industrial mobilization
planners, furthermore, envisioned a one-front war such as they had
experienced in World War I. The Army and Navy Munitions Board
were unwilling to work with existing governmental departments. And
most importantly, President Roosevelt could not possibly abide a
plan that put so much power in the hands of uniformed military.*
It was not even possible when the Soviet Union was invaded in June
1941. And Roosevelt was still uncomfortable putting control of the
economy under the military when the United States was attacked on
December 7, 1941.%

* Kreidberg and Henry, 593.

33 Ibid., 581, 593. Witness the passage of the draft extension bill on August 12,
1941 by just one vote with Japan into an 8-year war with China and German forces
deep into the Soviet Union. Sce also Industrial College of the Armed Forces, 67-68.

* Ibid., 692-693. The Special Senate Committee to Investigate the National
Defense Program found: “‘public opinion prior to the outbreak of the war was
sharply divided as to the role this country should play in the European conflict.”
Sce Kreidberg and Henry, 692-693. These authors argue that the planning was not
a total waste because the procurement recommendations embodied in the various
plans were followed, and the military did learn a great deal about industry in the
process of studying it since 1924. Kreidberg and Henry, 689-691. See also Director
of the Service, Supply, and Procurement Division, War Department General Staff,
Logistics in World War II: Final Report of the Army Service Forces (Washington:
Center for Military History, 1993) 5.

# Yet the United States was better prepared for a World War in 1941 than it
had been in 1917. From January 1941 to December 1941 munitions production
increased 225 percent. Lend-Lease was an ongoing operation supplying our future
allies with vital munitions, raw materials, and food. The foundation had been laid for
the prodigious buildup that followed the attack on Pearl Harbor. Milward, 63-72.
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There were, in addition to political problems perceived by the
president, internal difficulties within the Army. The rancor between
the general staff and the Assistant Secretary’s office was echoed in
the lack of coordination between the logistics element (G-4) and
the operations element (G-3) on the general staff. The operations
plans drawn up by G-3 and various joint planning elements were
logistically unrealistic. The G4 wrote in 1936 that, with the 1933
Industrial Mobilization Plan and a survey of industry in hand (by
1940 the Planning Branch and other planners had surveyed 30,000
industrial firms which supplied 70,000 different itcms the Army re-
quired*®), the forces to be mobilized in the first 30 days after M-Day
could be fed, transported and sheltered in a “‘reasonably satisfactory
manner,” and could also be ‘‘supplied with required equipment
from storage of procurement except [author’s emphasis] for air-
planes, tanks, combat cars, scout cars, antiaircraft guns, searchlights,
antiaircraft fire control equipment, .50 caliber machine guns, pon-
toon cquipment, . . . gas masks, radio and telephone equipment and
equipment for medical regiments.””?’

In addition to the political climate militating against implemen-
tation, superficial planning, disharmony between operators and lo-
gisticians, the United States business world was not too keen on being
mobilized until the president and Congress and the people were
behind it, and that did not occur until December 7, 1941. Fifteen
vears of contact between the military and industry had not much
improved the attitude of businessmen.? They werc hurt by the boom
and bust cycle of World War I and were not to be hurt willingly
again.

Ultimately it came down to Roosevelt. He did indeed scuttle the
Industrial Mobilization Plan of 1939 only to be driven back to its
“essential form in 1943 after years of wasted administrative motion.’’
Why? Because in the period from 1939 to 1941 he saw himself bound
to his political base. He had to rally and sustain a ‘*“New Deal political
coalition for reelection’” and a country for a “‘united world war ef-

% Nelson, Arsenal of Democracy, 35.
37 Kreidberg and Henry, 468.
38 Gough, “'Soldiers, Businessmen and US Industrial Mobilization . . .,”” 81-83.
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fort.”” In the end, the president rejected the Industrial Mobilization
Plan because ‘‘he could not afford politically to be seen to support
a plan that organized labor and agricultural spokesmen and influen-
tial New Dealers opposed, even if he had wanted it himself.”” Big
industrialists, furthermore, were opposed to government control,
had been hostile to much that Roosevelt had done during the New
Deal, and had ‘“‘demonstrated unparalleled ability to retain preroga-
tives notwithstanding economic and wartime crises. And they contin-
ued to exact a price for their private performances.”” The president
“had to bargain” with the industrialists, ‘“‘and bargaining means
joint decision making and shared power.”*"

It is not that the Army Industrial College, the Planning Branch
and the Army and Navy Munitions Board accomplished nothing.
Their procurement rccommendations were followed, and their sur-
veys of industry helped the service procurement agencies. This was
significant because these retained procurement authority through-
out the war. More than 90 percent of the ordnance contracts that
were negotiated went to firms that had becn surveyed in the 1920s
and 1930s. And during 1942 the Army and Navy Munitions Board
set priorities for all contracts for the Army, Navy, Maritime Commis-
sion and the Coast Guard and even some Lend-l.case orders. In
late 1942 Board members were directly transferred to the industry
divisions of the War Production Board ending this role.*

Yet Roosevelt must have given some thought to implementing
the Industrial Mobilization Plan, because in August 1939 at Roose-

9 Cuff, 112-113. A history of this cra writen for the Industrial College of the
Armed Forces states that it “‘was necessary to induce manufacturers to accept de-
fense contracts’ because of negative past experiences. Industry feared being left
with excess capacity and was reluctant to build new plants even for fat contracts. But
on June 25, 1940 Roosevelt secured legislation that authorized the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation ‘“to make loans, to . . . purchase capital stock in any corpora-
tion (a) for the purposes of producing, acquiring, and carrying strategic and critical
materials as defined by the President, and (b) for plant construction, expansion and
equipment .. .." 54 Statute 573, cited in Industrial College of the Armed Forces,
Emergency Management of the National Economy: Vol XIX Admavistration of Mobilization
WWII (Washington: Industrial College of the Armed Forces, 1954), 21-23.

0 Kreidberg and Henry, 689-691.
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velt’s behest, the Secretary of War appointed a War Resources Board
chaired by Edward R. Stettinius, Jr. Board Chairman of United States
Steel and four other prominent industrialists, educators, or invest-
ment bankers to study the Plan and recommend adoption or revi-
sion.*! Assistant Secretary of War Louis A. Johnson certainly thought
that Roosevelt was about to implement the Industrial Mobilization
Plan when he appointed the War Resources Board, because Johnson
welcomed the members of the Board (with Assistant Sccretary of the
Navy Thomas Edison) on 9 August 1939 with an announcement that
in the event of an emergency or war, the Board would become a
superagency analogous to the War Industries Board in World War
I. The Board endorsed most of the 1939 Industrial Mobilization Plan,
but it was dishanded in November 1939 by the president and its
report was classified.*

Why? For one thing, the Board membership included no one
from either labor or agriculture. For another, the Plan contemplated
speedy enactment of a full range of legislation required to permit
a War Resources Administration to control prices, profits, wages,
labor allocation, imports, exports, etc. But the president was not
ready to ask for this legislation because he believed Congress was not
ready to pass it. The president was fully aware of the vocal criticism of
the Plan—that it was a scheme to drive the United States into war
and also to put control of the economy in the hands of the military.
At that time Roosevelt was also not primed to turn over the domestic
economy to the War Resources Board. Roosevelt, finally, had not
tested the men of the Board, and was unsure about their political
loyaltics, competence and agendas. A combination of domestic poli-
tics and Roosevelt's personality forced the demise of the War Re-
sources Board, the Industrial Mobilizauon Plan, and the War Re-
sources Administration.*?

! Industrial College of the Armed Forces, 12,

* Kreidberg and Henry, 682-683.

B MHerman M. Somers, Presidential Agency: The Office of War Mobilization and
Reconversion (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1950), 6-7. Kreidberg and
Henry, 682-683.
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MOBILIZING FOR WAR: 1939 TO 1941

With the defeat of Poland and the onsct of the Sitzkrieg (between
October 1939 and May 1940), there was little momentum in Wash-
ington affecting industrial mobilization, although the General Staff
and Joint Board were busy. There was no “‘referee of claims made by
either armed service except the Army and Navy Munitions Board.”**
With the attack on the Low Countries and France, however, indus-
trial mobilization decisions were made. On May 25, 1940, Rooscvelt
established by Executive Order the Office of Emergency Manage-
ment inside the Executive office of the president. This new organiza-
tion helped coordinate and direct emergency agencies which were
beginning to proliferate, and it spawned a number of important
war organizations like the National Labor Relations Board, Office
of Civilian Defense, Office of Defense Transportation, War Food
Administration, War Manpower Commission, National Housing
Agency, and Office of Price Administration. The head of this oftice
was titled Liaison Officer for Emergency Management (William H.
McReynolds).**

Immediately after creating the Office of Emergency Manage-
ment, Roosevelt resurrected the Council on National Defense and
its Advisory Commission. The Office of Emergency Management
served as a secretariat for the Advisory Commission*®. These bodies
had been sanctioned by legislation in 1916, and Congress had never
repealed the authorization. The president, therefore, could recreate
these agencies without congressional approval. The Council was
made up of key cabinet officials: Secretaries of War, Navy, Com-
merce, Interjor, Agriculture, and Labor—those departments essen-
tial to mobilizing for war—but the Advisory Commission, ‘‘made no

* Nelson, 87-88.

s Kreidberg and Henry, 683. Bureau of the Budget, The United States at War,
Development and Administration of the War Program by the Federal Government (Washing-
ton, Government Printing Office, 1946), 22. These weak institutions, like the Office
of Emergency Management, and the National Defense Advisory Commission (with
emphasis on the third word) did not bar the president and Congress from actions.
In the last half of 1940, for example, the Congress appropriated $10.5 billion for
munitions contracts which was nine times the total expenditures for both the Army
and Navy for fiscal vear 1937 (which ended on 30 June 1938). Somers, 9.

5 Nelson, 87~88.
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pretense of reporting to the Council.”*” Its seven civilian leaders
(chosen with “‘political astuteness’’ by Roosevelt): Stettinius (advisor
for industrial matcrials matters), William S. Knudsen (advisor for
industrial production), Sidney Hillman (labor) lLeon Henderson
(price stabilization), Chester C. Davis (agriculture), Ralph Budd
(transportation), Harriet Elliot (consumer protection)—reported
individually and directly to Roosevelt.*®

The members of the Commission organized into many divisions
and subdivisions. Knudsen'’s industrial production element had sub-
divisions run by senior, experienced industrialists working for him:
W.H. Harrison of American 'l'elephone and Telegraph advising on
construction, and Harold S. Vance of Studebaker counseling on ma-
chine tools and heavy ordnance, Dr. George Mead (inventor of the
Wasp aircraft engine) on aircraft, E. F. Johnson of General Motors
on small arms and ammunition, Admiral Emory S. LLand (chairman
of the Maritime Commission) on shipbuilding, George M. Moffett
of the Corn Products Refining Company on food and chemicals.
Stettinius, who ran the Industrial Materials Division had three sub-
divisions: mining and mineral products, chemical and allied prod-
ucts, and agricultural and forest products—all of which were run by
big businessmen.*

However it was divided and subdivided, and no matter the cali-
ber of the people in it, the Advisory Commission was not the agency-

¥ Kreidberg and Henry, 683-684. Nelson, 20-21. Nelson underscores the
point that in May 1940, *‘business was fearful, labor was anxious™ of an extensive
increase in government power and authority.

* Ibid. Nelson, 66. Industrial College of the Armed Forces, 29. The scven
advisors helped advance mobilization by solving problems as facilities, machine
tools, and materials became tight. Unemployment was evaporating, and people with
jobs wanted to spend money. Businessmen wanted to manufacture for this market
and were reluctant to expand production facilities for munitions work when there
might be no war. Labor also wanted to be rewarded in the tighter employment
market. Sidncy Hillman, a key labor leader, on July 2, 1940, established a Labor
Policy Advisory Committee with representatives from the American Federation of
Labor, the Congress of Industrial Organizations, and the railroad brotherhoods.
Hillman and his partners tried to solve labor relations problems before they became
issues. Nelson 308-311.

* Nelson, 92-93. The Commission understood the intimate relationship be-
tween raw materials and industry and drew up a list of 14 strategic and 15 critical
materials. Nelson, 94-97.
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to supervise industrial mobilization—it had no formal leader (criti-
cal in an organization with powerful men who see themselves as
equals), and (more importantly) no authority. And it is indicative
of Roosevelt’s frame of mind and approach to bureaucracy and do-
mestic politics that this organization cxisted until October 23,
1941°°—ecven after subsequent organizations were founded.
Airplanes, especially bombers, were central to Roosevelt’s stra-
tegic viewpoint, and the president turned to William Knudsen to
help him generate the facilities that would eventually lead to con-
struction of the greatest air armada in history. Purchases by the Brit-
ish and French before 1940 and by the British after 1940 helped
lay the foundation for the unprecedented growth in the aviation
industry.”! Creative funding to build the necessary aircraft manufac-
turing plants was also an initiation of the Advisory Commission. Un-
like Germany, the United States mobilized by building armaments
in depth rather than in width by first spending money and allocating
resources to build factories. By contrast the Germans pushed more
arms out of existing facilities by allotting materials for manufacture
of munitions.”* Leon Henderson, a commission member, and Don-
ald M. Nelson, an adviser to the Commission came up with a 5-
year amortzation scheme to permit industrialists to write off plant
construction costs if these were expended for building munitions.
Knudsen carried the ball in testimony before the Senate Finance
Committee. [.egislation spurred new construction at a critical time.>

30 Somers, 14.

51 Nelson, 46, 48, 82-86.

%2 The common policy of the United States, United Kingdom, and Soviet Union
on the verge of the war was to “‘follow a much more ‘intensive’ rearmament rather
than follow the approach adopted by Germany stressing a rclatively high level of
allocations to mechanization and re-equipment, compared with the German policy
of creating a large fighting force based on only limited military stockbuilding . . .”
Mark Harrison, “Resource Mobilization for World War II: The USA.,, UK,
USSR, and Germany, 1938-1943,"" Economic History Review, XLI, 2 (1988),
175177, 187, 190.

%3 Nelson, 106. In 1940, Nelson, a senior Scars cxecutive, was scconded to
the Department of the Treasury where he was acting director of the Procurement
Division. Here he was authorized to make purchases for all government departments
except the Army and Navy. He soon became associated with the Advisory Cominis-
sion as Coordinator of National Defense Purchases, but he was not a member at
the outset. Nelson, 82~-86 and Industrial College of the Armed Forces, 20. Coordina-
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After Pear] Harbor was attacked, the government generated the
funds for most factory construction,®® but Roosevelt would have
found it impossible to get this kind of funding in 1940. There was
more to the Commission, though, than gearing up industry.

The Advisory Commission, probably because Sidney Hillman
was a commissioner, made a pronouncement on labor calling for fair
treatment of labor during the emerging crisis using the emergency to
sop up unemployment, insisting on a 40-hour week with overtime
pay for extra work, demanding compliance with the Walsh-Healy
Act, the Fair Labor Standards Act, and the Labor Relations Act; press-
ing for adequate housing for the labor force, and asserting the need
for non-discrimination in the labor force on the basis of age, race,
or gender. »°

Though the Commission industrialists could advise the presi-
dent and cajole industry, the group failed because Roosevelt would
neither give them the authority to succeed or often the information
they needed. The president, for example, called in 1940 for industry
to tool up to build 50,000 airplanes per year. But nobody told the
Commission what kinds of airplanes to produce or the numbers of
each model. Everybody knew tanks would be needed in great num-
bers, but U.S. tank designs were in flux.5%

Nobody was satisfied with the results of the Advisory Commis-
sion—neither its members nor the president nor mobilization gurus

tion of purchases was desirable to prevent government agencics from competing
with one another for supplies, and thus bidding up the price. By this time orders
were pouring in from overseas, the armed services were spending more, and con-
sumers had more money in their pockets and were eager to buy. Peppers, 32-35.

5% Industrial College of the Armed Forces, 24.

5 Industrial College of the Armed Forces, 23-25. Of course none of these
recommendations came without debate. The authors of the Industrial College study
argue that the “process of getting the country squared away for rearmament was
accompanied by prolonged and vitriolic debate over the terms on which various
interests would participate in the defense program.” Labor seriously distrusted
management and managcement was suspicious of labor. **Everybody was clamoring
for the Government to knock heads together, i.c., other pcople’s heads.”

56 Nelson 99, 105. Nelson brought much organizational capability, expertise,
and additional personnel with the right skills to this group, added a statistical scction
in October 1940, and must have seemed like the superstar because it was he who
eventually became the industrial mobilization ‘‘czar.”
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like Bernard Baruch.>” Congressional dissatisfaction was reflected in
Senator Robert Taft’s November 21, 1940 announcement that he
would introduce a bill to create a War Resources Board under a
single administrator. Industrialists were also disturbed. Alfred P.
Sloan, Jr., Chairman of the Board at General Motors, also in late
November called for a single person to direct a National Defense
Board, and several weeks later National Association of Manufacturers
President J.W. Prentis made a plea for a single civilian leader with
decision-making authority.”®

This general dissatisfaction led Roosevelt to create by Executive
Order, on January 7, 1941, the Office of Production Management,
a “‘curiously blended compromise of many pressures’’ designed to
stimulate production. Knudsen was appointed Director General, a
logical choice it appeared at the time, and because labor support
was essential to winning the battle of production, Sidney Hillman
was made Associate Director General. The secretaries of war and
navy were members of the Office of Production Management policy
council, but Knudsen and Hillman were to run the Office, rationalize
war production, and coordinate the many other government agen-
cies involved in producing for rearmament.®®

This Office had three functional divisions purchases, produc-
tion, and priorities, and two staff divisions: a Bureau of Research and
Statistics and a Production Planning Board. But there was extensive
overlap in these functional and staff divisions—causing friction, and
also much duplication between the Office of Production Manage-
ment and a proliferation of liaison groups. ‘“‘Businessmen, industrial
representatives, and Army and Navy procurement officers seeking
decisions were shunted back and forth from division to division,

57 Baruch wanted industrial committees (there were 57 on the War Industries
Board during World War I), saw the lack of a priority setting apparatus in the
Advisory Commission as a major problem, and perceived the failure to establish a
mechanism for controlling prices as critical. In general, he saw as crucial the lack
of an individual with real authority to make decisions in this critical period. See
Nelson, 90-91.

58 Somers, 14.

* Kreidberg and Henry, 684-685.
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sometimes for days and weeks.”’® It was ineffective from the start
and lasted only about a year.

The key problem with this new Office was similar to the central
difficulty with the Advisory Commission, the lack of clear authority.
To make matters worse, several parts of the Advisory Commission
were spun off as independent entities such as the Office of Defense
Transportation and Office of Price Administration. These operated
as equals to the Office of Production Management.®! There devel-
oped factions, frictions, prejudices, and parochialisms, and Knudsen
and Hillman were not able to cope with the resultant clashes,* per-
haps because Roosevelt did not give his support to Knudsen and
Hillman when these disputes occurred. Another crucial problem was
this new office never had control over civilian production,®® and
from the time the Office of Production Management was founded,
munitions production competed fiercely with manufacturing items
for the civilian population. Industry would rather produce for civil-
ians than for the government.®*

Even Roosevelt’s declaration of an unlimited national emer-
gency on May 27, 1941 did nothing to improve Knudsen’s lot. That
act on the part of the president was supposed to create a merger of
the Army and Navy Munitions Board and the Office of Production
Management, but nothing like that occurred.®® However, progress

%0 Ibid. Nelson wrote that the Office of Production Management was ready for
the “oxygen tent’” by mid-summer of 1941. Nelson, 139.

5! Somers, 16-17. The Federal Power Commission was also a competitor. When
the Office of Production Management tried to control power for defense purposes,
the Federal Power Commission argued that only it had statutory authority to allocate
electricity. Only Roosevelt could resolve such disputes.

62 Nelson, 124,

%3 Industrial College of the Armed Forces, 52.

5 Koistinen, 93. Koistinen asserts that the Advisory Commission and Office of
Production Management were a *'facade of broad interest group representation,”’
but were ‘‘actually dominated by industry.”” Koistinen notcs that the “‘nation’s giant
corporations’’ received the *‘overwhelming percentage of defense and war con-
tracts.”’

55 Somers, 17. The most severe critic of the infighting that went on in Washing-
ton in this era is Bruce Catton. He was an evewitness to the infighting and recorded
the utter displeasures of those who were responsible for making the Office of Pro-
duction Management and the War Production Board work. He found throughout
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was made. On March 22 it issued Order M-1 requiring producers
of aluminum give preference to defense orders and specifying the
sequences in which nondefense orders should be filled. In the follow-
ing months copper, iron, steel, cork, certain chemicals, nickel, rayon,
rubber, silk, and other materials were brought under similar con-
trols. The Office also prohibited the use of affected materials for
less essentual purposes. While the Army and Navy Munitions Board
was permitted to prioritize military products, the Office of Produc-
tion Management could assign priority ratings to essential civilian
products.®®

Additionally, the Office began to swrvey industry during this
period to explore what production capacity existed. For example,
Merrill C. Meigs, chair of the Joint Aircraft Committee for the Office
of Production Management surveyed the aircraft industry to explore
its potential output. Meigs also began to examine standardization
potentialities so that something like mass production could be
achieved in an industry that heretofore had resisted such ap-
proaches. Meigs. like other industrialists who probed industry, found
that the most serious shortage confounding defense production was
the scarcity of machine tools.®”

As defense production was accelerating, moreover, manufactur-
crs began to complain that they faced training problems and labor
discontent. New skills were needed. Labor leaders tried to use the
looming emergency to bid up wages. Roosevelt appointed in March
1941 a National Defense Mediation Board to settle controversies
between emplovees and employers. It was instructed to act when the
Secretary of l.abor certified that a dispute threatened production or
transportation of equipment or materials essential to national de-
fense that could not be adjusted by a conciliation commission inside

the war that only an “armed wuce’ existed between American industry and the
government on one hand and management and labor on the other. Catron argucs
that there were many good suggestions that came out of this partnership, but that
poor relations between labor and management limited the potential. Sce Bruce
Catton, The War Lords of Washington (News York: Harcourt, Brace and Company,
1948), 147-148, 150.

% Industrial College of the Armed Forces, 36-38.

*7 Nelson, 123, 189, Machine ool production expanded more than six times
during the war. Peppers, 63-65.

24



INDUSTRIAL MOBILIZATION

the Department of Labor.®® As an example of Roosevelt’s penchant
for creating competing institutions, the Office of Production Man-
agement was not a partner to this Mediation Board, nor were its
successor organizations. Until the Office of War Mobilization was
founded on May 27, 1943, and the president decided to support
its director explicitly, disputes between agencies like the Office of
Production Management (or the War Production Board later) and
any other significant organization could only be settled by Roosevelt
himself, and he was too burdened before Pcarl Ilarbor to adjudicate
disputes between powerful departments, bureaucrats, or personali-
ties. After Pearl Harbor, such an cffort by the president was out of
the question.

The Oftice of Production Management was concerned about
the labor pool and initiated large retraining programs. Also, in Au-
gust 1941, the Office urged manufacturers to employ women and
entreated women to enter the laboring force. Roosevelt made public
and private statements to help ensure that minorities received a fair
deal from industry and labor unions. In June 1941 he created the
Committee on Fair Employment practices to investigate and redress
grievances growing out of departures from his policy against employ-
ment discrimination on grounds of race, creed, color, or national
origin.*® This was pragmatic—if the United States was to be the
Arsenal of Democracy, it needed to eliminate barriers to employ-
ment.

Typical of Roosevelt, in April 1941 he established another orga-
nization that had elements within its portfolio that the leaders of
Office of Production Management believed properly belonged to it.
Under Leon Henderson, a new dealer bureaucrat, Roosevelt estab-
lished the Office of Price Administration and Civilian Supply. This
newest entry was responsible for recommending procedures to
dampen inflation and also to ensure that civilian needs received
adequate attention. Civilians were not to be ncglected, because to
do so could destroy morale and weaken health and safety standards.
But they could not be pampered.

Henderson, called an *‘all-outer’” because he believed in an all

% Industrial College of the Armed Forces, 58.
5 Ibid.. 59.
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out war effort, one that paid attention to victory before considering
business profits and civilian discomforts. Henderson believed he had
the power to curtail civilian production in order to promote indus-
trial conversion. But the Office of Production Management thought
it had this authority. The latter was staffed by industrialists who
wanted to produce for the civilian market. Henderson was disturbed
by wide-scalc automobile manufacturing and production of appli-
ances that were consuming steel and other materials needed for the
war effort. In July 1941, he took the initiative and ordered curtail-
ment in future production of automobiles, and the Office of Produc-
tion Management forced Roosevelt to mediate. In August Roosevelt
ruled that the civilian supply function was to be broken off from
Henderson’s office and given to the Office of Production Manage-
ment.”® It was all a matter of priorities, and clearly the business
leaders who predominated in the Office of Production Managemecent
had different priorities from Henderson and perhaps even the presi-
dent. But the political moment had not yet arrived for Roosevelt
where he could ask civilians and their suppliers for sacrifices.

Establishing grand priorities was essential in the summer of 1941
because on July 9, 1941, Roosevelt directed the War and Navy Depart-
ments to collaborate on a report ‘‘on the munitions and mechanical
equipment of all types which . . . would be required to exceed by an
appropriate amount that available to our potential enemies. From
your report we should be able to establish a munitions objective
indicating the industrial capacity which this nation will require.” On
August 30 he told the services to factor Lend-Lease requirements
into their analysis and asked for a final answer in 10 days.”!

The War Department ‘“Victory Plan’’ called for 61 armored divi-
sions and 61 mechanized divisions, but the Army created only 16 of
thc former and none of the latter, although American infantry divi-
sions were, by comparison to any other country’s, lavishly mecha-

70 Koistinen, 93-94. Industrial College of the Armed Forces, 68-75.

"1 Kreidberg and Henry, 621-623, 625. Sce also Charles E. Kirkpatrick, An
Unknown Future and a Doubtful Present: Writing the Victory Plan of 1941 (Washington:
Center for Military History, 1990), 52-53. The Victory Plan became a blueprint for
both the general mobilization of the Army as well as the concept by which the
United States would fight the war. The leader of the Army’s effort was Major Albert
Wedcemever. See Kirkpatrick, 1, 60-61.
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nized. Lend-Lease shipments frustrated this. The Army estimated
that the United States sent enough equipment to the United King-
dom and other parts of the British empire, the Sovict Union, France,
Italy after it switched sides, China, and other allied and associated
states to create 101 U. S.-type divisions. Whcre the Victory Plan called
for 215 Army divisions of all kinds, only 89 were created.”

Remarkably, however, the size of the Army the Victory Plan
called for was close to the number actually mobilized. The Victory
Plan called for an Army of 8.8 million (reaching 8.3 million at its
peak), a ground force of 6.7 million (topping out at 6 million) and
an Air Force of 2 million (which peaked at 2.3 million). The Victory
Planners were assisted by Army Air Force planners who determined
that the United States would need 6,680 heavy bombers and 3,740
very heavy bombers and 13,038 bombers for replacements. They
also called for 8,775 fighters and an equal number of replacement
fighters.”® The Navy had been building since the mid-1930s, and
had in being a two-ocean Navy that dwarfed Hitler’s (except for
submarines) and Mussolini’s, and was larger than Japan’s. It was not
until December 17, 1941 that the Bureau of Ships presented its first
“*Master Plan for Maximum Ship Construction’ which became the
guiding document for the president and his agencies devoted to
munitions production.”*

"2 Kirkpatrick. 107-108.

7 Kreidberg and Henry, 625, and James C. Gaston, Planning the Amevican Air
War, Four Men and Nine Days in 1941 (Washington: National Defense University
Press, 1982), 9. As it turncd out the ground force was barely large cnough, and at
the end of the war there were no more combat troops in the United States to send
anywhere. All of the Army’s ground forces were committed to battle by May 19453
(a total of 96 percent of all tactical troops were in overseas theaters). The Army
had dispatched the last of its new divisions from the United States in February 1945,
3 months before V-E day. No new units were in the United States or were being
formed. There was no strategic reserve! Kirkpatrick, 113.

™ Duncan S. Ballantine, U.S. Naval Logistics in the Second World War (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1947), 56. Of course this, like all of the plans, was
modified as the war progressed. The Navy’s plan was short of landing craft and
destroyer escorts. The Navy had received a big boost in construction funding and
authorization a year earlier when the president signed the Two Ocean Navy Expan-
sion Act on July 19, 1940 which authorized a vast increase in ship construction and
up to 15,000 airplanes. At this point the Navy was authorized 35 battleships, 20
aircraft carriers, and 88 cruisers in addition to hundreds of destroyers and other

27



The Big “L"”

By this time, however, Roosevelt and his advisors believed that
the Office of Production Management was failing. Production was
not accelerating, and the most nagging problem was establishing
priorities. What was to be built first, to whom would it go (domestic
or overseas military), what essential civilian items were to be manu-
factured, who got which raw materials and when? The Office had
limited priority-setting authority. Bernard Baruch and the Director
of the Bureau of the Budget called for the creation of a single agency
to centralize priority authority over all production, civil and military.
Because of such recommendations Roosevelt created the Supply
Priorities and Allocations Board, under the leadership of Donald
Nelson, a key member of the Office of Production Management.
Vice President Henry Wallace was Chairman of the Board and Harry
Hopkins was also a board member, but Nelson was in charge.

This new Board was to be both a part of the Office of Production
Management and superior to it in matters of allocating resources
and setting priorities. Thus William Knudsen’s subordinate, Donald
Nelson—Knudsen’s Director of Purchases and later Director of
Priorities—was now his superior in the most important control ele-
ment: establishing priorities and allocations. The Executive Order
establishing this new agency authorized the Board to: “‘Determine
policies and make regulations governing allocations and priorities
with respect to the procurement, production, transmission, or trans-
portation of materials, articles, power, fuel, and other commodities
among military, economic defense, defense aid, civilian and other
major demands of the total defense program.”” But therc were other
agencies which were granted similar responsibilities.” The Board’s
first meeting was on September 2, 1941 and its last on January 13,
1942 (when it was absorbed in the War Production Board). In that
time production indeed increased.”®

smaller ships. Peppers, 13-14. Sec also Robert H. Connery, The Navy and the Indus-
trial Mobilization in World War II, (Princeton: Princeton University Press. 1951), 11-30
for the Navy's logistics organization, 31-54 for naval planning, 76-111 for industrial
mobilization before Pearl Harbor was attacked, and 154-178 for revitalizing the
Army and Navy Munitions Board.

® Industrial College of the Armed Forces, 68-75. Nelson, 155-156, 159160,
162-163. Sce also Kreidberg and Henry, 685-686.

78 Industrial College of the Armed Forces, 75. Nelson 162-163.
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The Supply Priorities and Allocations Board recognized early
that efficiency lay in establishing an allocation system versus spend-
ing time on priorities. Trying to establish priorities corrupted the
system when everybody wanted everything now and certainly ahead
of everybody else.”” Many agencies were in the business of establish-
ing requirements and the order in which they would be manufac-
tured. The Joint Chiefs of Staff playcd a major role and beneath
themn the Army and Navy Munitions Board. But the Army and Navy,
who did their own procuring might not always agree with the deci-
sions of the Joint Chiefs. Other powerful agencies were also involved
in this proccss—the Maritime Commission, Lend-Lease, and (after
mid-January 1942) the War Production Board. The last was, *'in the-
ory, empowered to make decisions on reductions if'its Planning Com-
mittee indicated the necessity for such a step. Because of its composi-
tion, however, the Board itself could rarely agree on such matters,
and it never claimed authority to determine the order of strategic
necessity.”” Grand strategy was supposed to be the governor, the
province of the Joint Chiefs who would send its munitions priorities
to the War Production Board based on it.”

The Board’s task was enormous. Once the needs for the military
and the civilian economy were known, and of course these essentials
changed, how much steel, aluminum, copper, rubber, and dozens
of other materials were needed to build the millions of weapons and
other necessities? It was crucial not ro manufacture too much of
a munition, because with the people and facilities stretched tight,
superfluous production would cost money, effort, energy, and most
importantly, time. Sequencing was also critical. There is no sense in

77 Nelson, 163. See also War Production Board, Wartime Production Achievements
and the Reconversion Qutlook (Washington, 1945), 13-14. Nelson later in his volume
charged the Army with trying to “*gain control of our national economy.™ Establish-
ing priorities was a tool in their approach. Nelson, 362-367. In the end, however,
with the initiation of the Controlled Matcrials Plan in the fall of 1942 the military,
along with the commander in chief, did secure their priorities. The Controlled
Materials Plan was indeed administered by the War Production Board, but the
armed services received the raw materials to be distributed as they saw fit to their
prime contractors based on the priorities they deemed strategic. See below.

" Somers, 113-114. Sce also Nelson, 107-109. *'If any single issue constantly
loomed larger than any of the rest, it was that of prioritics.™
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allocating steel for aircraft engines if there is insufficient aluminum
to build airframes. The Board, like the Office of Production Manage-
ment, found that the estimates the Army and Navy Munitions Board
of raw material requirements were ‘‘practically worthless.”” For exam-
ple the Munitions Board estimated the requirement for copper for
the first 2 years of the war to support a 4 million person army was
25,000 tons, when the real requirement turned out to be nearly 1
million tons.”

The Army and Navy were not comfortable with civilians respon-
sible for prioritization and allocation, and in November 1941 made
a move to put a super priorities committee above Nelson’s Supply
Priorities and Allocations Board. The military constructed this new
agency in such a way that uniformed people would be dominant, but
President Roosevelt rejected the idea. As the president got increased
funding from Congress in the summer and fall of 1941, Nelson’s
Board began in August 1941 (effective November 30 that year) to
reduce production for civilian goods. Automobiles were the first to
be cut back.?> On October 9 nonessential building and construction
was stopped so that the Board could allocate building materials to
war plant construction. On October 21 manufacturers were told to
stop using copper in almost all civilian products. The Board sharply
limited the production of refrigerators, vacuum cleaners, metal of-
fice furniture, and other nonessential products.81 On Pearl Harbor
Day, Nelson and other principals from the Supply Priorities and

7 Industrial College of the Armed Forces, 76-77.

8 United States manufacturers produced 4.7 million automobiles in 1937, and
virtually none in 1942. The capacity to build that many automobiles—78 percent
of the cars produced in the world and 64 percent of the trucks and buses—was an
asset beyond rational value once converted. The output of aircraft was tiny by
comparison. See Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1941
(Washington: Government Printing Office, 1942), 900. See Nelson, 53 for the statis-
tics on world automobile output.

81 Industrial College of the Armed Forces, 78-80. Koistinen writes that the
uniformed military built up in the Munitions Board a parallel structure to Nelson’s
Board so that the military could analyze and dispute and fight for their view of a
proper prioritization. The leader of the Munitions Board, Ferdinand Eberstadt, was
trusted by the uniformed military and by their service secretaries. Whenever he
could, his Board prioritized production and construction through its contracting
authority. Koistinen, p 95.
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Allocations Board agreed that complete conversion of the automo-
bile manufacturing industry was the “first and biggest item’’ on their
agenda.5?

In the end, the Supply Priorities and Allocations Board failed
to solve the mobilization problem too. Adding it to the Office of
Production Management in many respects made decision-making
more difficult than it had been previously, but the bigger obstacle
was getting decisions once made to stick without further appeal to
department secretaries and, ultimately, the president. This difficulty
was not solved until May 1943, and only then because Roosevelt
allowed it to be solved. Herman Somers wrote: ‘‘From the beginning,
the ever resounding demand for reform centered around the ab-
sence of coordination, centralized authority, and central policy-mak-
ing—all facets of the same problem . ..."”"** Unfortunately the War
Production Board was to suffer from the same fatal tlaw.

THE WAR PRODUCTION BOARD

Roosevelt tapped Nelson to be Chairman of the War Production
Board in mid-January 1942, because probably nobody had a better
background—having been, for more than a decade, the chief mer-
chandising executive of the world’s largest distributing firm, Sears.
Perhaps nobody in America knew better where almost everything in
the United States was manufactured, ‘‘how much and how well.”’3*
Nelson was given a charter by the president to draft the executive
order that would establish his new organization,®® and Roosevelt set
the tone nationally in an address to the country on January 6, 1942:

The superiority of the United States in munitions and ships must
be . .. so overwhelming that the Axis nations can never hope to
catch up with it . . . to attain this overwhelming superiority, the
United States must build planes and tanks and guns and ships

82 Nelson, 184.

83 Somers, 42-46.
54 Nelson, 35.

85 Ibid., 18~19.
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to the utmost of our national capacity. We have the ability and
capacity to produce arms not only for our own armed forces,
but also for the armies, navies and air forces fighting on our
side. . ..

Only this all-out scale production will hasten the ultimate
all-out victory ... Lost ground can always b¢ regained—Ilost
time, never. Specd will save lives; speed will save this nation
which is in peril; speed will save our freedom and civiliza-
tion . . .*

Roosevelt’s Executive Order establishing the War Production
Board on January 16, 1942, granted Nelson as Chairman broad pow-
ers: to exercise general direction over the war procurement and
production programs; to determine policies, plans, procedures and
methods of the several federal departments and agencies in regard
to war production and procurement; to grant priorities for construc-
tion; and to allocate vital materials and production facilities. And
while Nelson was the ““Chairman’ of the War Production Board,
the rest of the Board only existed to advise him.” Nelson planned
to limit himself to filling the materiel requests of those responsible
for formulating grand strategy. If the services’ plans called for a
specified quantity of a system that industry could not produce, how-
ever, Nelson would inform the leaders.®®

This Board grew into a bureaucracy of 20,000 people,g9 and it
rcmained in existence into the post-war period under another name
(Civilian Production Administration). Although the media pro-
nounced Nelson the “‘arms czar”” and ‘‘dictator of the economy’ and
“‘the man who had to tackle the biggest job in all history”” Nelson’s

% Ibid., 186. Nelson was called to the White House on January 15, 1942 to
discuss war strategy and deficiencics in war production organizations. The president
made clear that “our fate and that of our Allies—our liberdes, our honor . . . de-
pended upon American industry.” Nelson, 16-17.

57 Kreidberg and Henry, 686-687. Industrial College of the Armed Forces,
100-104. Koistinen, 95-96.

® Industrial College of the Armed Forces, 100-101.

™ David Robertson, Sy and Able: A Political Biography of James . Byrnes (New
York: Norton, 1994). 316. Harold G. Vauer, The United States Economy in World War
11 (New York: Columbia University Press, 1985), 67.
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authority was severely diluted by the creation of the Office of War
Mobilization in May 1943. Roosevelt did not give Nelson the support
he needed to succeed. Nelson was not strong enough to demand
both the president’s support and noninterference from competing
agencies (especially the Army and Navy), and he refused to seize all
of the levers of power he needed in order to flourish.”

There were two parts to the job—first, to build up materiel
production, and sccond, where production could not be built
quickly enough, to divide the shortages so that the least important
clements would receive the least support. There were threc basic
problems that occupied Nelson and his staff throughout the war as
they fought to increase production: (1) supplying raw materials from
which the war matericl and essential civilian products were made,
(2) providing the plants and equipment in the factories to manufac-
ture the tools of war, (3) statting the plants with enough people with
the right skills. *“There was never a time’” during World War II “‘when
material supplies, plant facilities, and manpower were in perfect bal-
ance.”""!

Nelson, having inherited the peoplc and the organization of the
Oftice of Production Management, Supply Priorities and Allocations
Board, and even the National Defense Advisory Committee, organ-
ized the War Production Board in similar fashion. Sidney Hillman,
for example was chief of L.abor Division, the Production Division
was put under William H. Harrison, a vice president at American
Telephone & Telegraph, the Industry Operations Division was under
James S. Knowlton, president and chiet executive officer of SKF In-
dustries; the Statistics Division was run by Stacy May, etc.” The Board
also had divisions responsible for monitoring spccific war industries
and also had large numbers of people in the geographic regions of

Y See Nelson, 194 for media expectations. Kreidberg and Henry, 686-687.
Koistinen, 95-96. James F. Byrnes, Speaking Irunkly (New York: Harper Brothers,
1947), 15-16.

YT War Production Board, 7. Nelson's policy was to impose only those controls
within their authority that would significantly spced victory, and not to impose
restrictions that added little. He promptly dropped those restrictions that proved
“unworkable or outlived their usefulness.” War Producion Board, 13.

2 Nelson, 204-205.
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the country collecting data, providing advice, assisting plants, negoti-
ating contracts, etc.”®

If America was to become the Arsenal of Democracy, it had first
to convert its civilian- based industry to the task of producing war
materiel, and thce main industry to be converted was automobile
manufacturing. This American enterprise was equal to the total in-
dustry of most of the countrics in the world. In America the automo-
bile industry was spread over 44 states and 1,375 cities. The primary
contractors nuimbered more than 1,000 and there were tens of thou-
sands of sub-contractors. More than 500,000 workers produced autos
and trucks when the United States entered the war—one out of
every 260 Americans. And 7 million others—one out of every 19
Americans—were indirectly employed in the industry. Automobiles
consumed 51 percent of the country’s annual production of malle-
able iron, 75 percent of plate glass, 68 percent of upholstery leather,
80 percent of rubber, 34 percent of lead, 13 percent of copper, and
about 10 percent of aluminum. One of Nelson’s first orders was to
cut off car production, and the last automobile to come off the
production line during World War II did so on February 10, 1942.
This move was essential because during the war automobile manufac-
turers produced more than 50 percent of all aircraft engines, 33
percent of all machine guns, 80 percent of all tanks and tank parts,
one half the diesel engines, and 100 percent of the trucks the Army
moved on. This industry also produced airplanes by the tens of thou-
sands. Most of the B-24s, the most heavily produced airplane in the
United States inventory, were manufactured by what had been the
automobile industry and most of those were manufactured at one
factory, Willow Run. About 20 percent of total United States muni-
tions production came from the automobile industry.®* It manufac-

9% Nelson, 211. On March 3, 1942 Nelson directed that contracts were not to
be competed for, but rather negotiated. This saved an enormous amount of time.
Nelson, 369. Cost plus fixed fee contracts were the norm. These had a legal limit
of 7 percent fee, but most often the fee was only 5 percent, and the Army Air Forces
usually paid only 4 percent. Nelson, 79.

94 Nelson 212-224. Nelson’s first order as Chairman of the War Production
Board was to stop production on all passenger cars and light trucks as of February
1, 1942. Nelson, 203. The aircraft industry expanded more than 4 times during the
war from fewer than 500,000 people to more than 2 million, but production ex-
ploded more than 30 times. Nelson, 227-228, 235-236.
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tured 455,522 of a total of 812,615 aircraft engines and 255,518 of
a total of 713,717 propellers. The industry also produced 27,000
complete aircraft.%

Of course more than the automotive industry converted to war,
and one of the most striking examples is International Silver, which
at the beginning of the war made tableware. By the end of the war this
mcdium-sized firin was producing surgical instruments, Browning
automatic rifles, 20mm shells, cartridge and shell brass for many
calibers of weapons, machine gun clips and cartridge belts, magne-
sium bombs, gasoline bombs (3 million of them monthly at peak
production), adapter casings, combination tools, large and small
rotors, contact rings, spring assemblies, forgings, connecting rods,
trigger pins, lick bolts for all pins, flange and tube assemblies, front
sight forgings for guns, etc.%

In addition to the shortages of time, plants, materials, and peo-
ple, the War Production Board also suffered from unrealistic de-
mands by the president, the Secretaries of War and Navy and various
service chiefs. Through 1942 and 1943, the grand strategists set goals
that were well above what could actually be produced given the status
of American industry. In time the output was prodigious, growing
almost geometrically into 1944. But, in the first 2 years of effort, the
overestimation of capacity by those not responsible for producing
materiel was frustrating to those called on to produce it.%’

Almost from the start, because the president and warrior chiefs
expected more production than the Board seemed to be able to
deliver, there was dissatisfaction with the War Production Board and
with Chairman Nelson. Nelson'’s sharpest present day critic is Paul
Koistinen who argucs that Nelson faced three tests at the outset if
he wanted to achieve dominance over the wartime economy, and
he failed all of them. He needed to get “‘tough with the industrialists
who were coming to’’ his new organization from the Office of War
Production and the Supply Priorities and Allocations Board. These
businessmen, to Koistinen, were more eager to protect their narrow
interests than to ““harness the economy for war.”” Nelson, to win, also

9 Vatter, 13.
9% Nelson, 277~289.
97 War Production Board, 10-13.
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had to *“‘bend the military which had grown powerful and practically
independent to the board’s will.”” Many commentators agree with
Koistinen's first two points. His third is that Nelson should have
given “‘labor, New Dealers, and small business a meaningful voice in
mobilization matters so that the”” War Production Board “involved
broad-based, not simply big business, planning, and thus tapped the
nation’s full economic potential.”” Koistinen’s criticism of the entirc
mobilization effort is slanted in this direction, and this third argu-
ment does not find resonance.®

Harry S Truman’s Special Senate Committee Investigating Na-
tional Defense reported, about a year after the Board was established,
that Nelson, with the expressed powers Roosevelt granted him, could
have ‘‘taken over all military procurement,” but he chose not to
do so. Truman’s committee argued that had Nelson indeed taken
procurement from the Army and Navy ‘‘many of the difficulties with
which he has heen confronted in recent months might never have
arisen. Instead, Nelson delegated most of his powers to the War
and Navy Departments, and to a succession of so-called czars. This
made it difficult for him to exercise the functions for which he was
appointed. At the same time, none of the separate agencies had

98 Koistinen, 95-96. Nelson admits that small businesses did not get their fair
share of the contracts. But Neclson argues that he did not have the manpower to
go to the 184,000 manufacturing firms in existence at the outset of the war. About
100 giants received the vast bulk of the contracts, and the subcontracting was left
to big industry. Nelson's justification was that time was the issue, that winning the
war was the goal, and time could not be wasted. Kreidberg and Henry (686-0687)
assert that *‘either Mr. Nelson was the wrong man for the job or clse the [War
Production Board] was created so late that it was impossible for its chairman to
successfully challenge existent, entrenched agencies which were made subordinate
to [the War Production Board].” Further, “‘the frequent reorganizations of [the
War Production Board], together with the tangled maze of its relationships with
other agencies, continued to delay, harass, and anger businessmen who needed
decisions. [The War Production Board] was so fully occupied with directing the
flow of materials that by 1943 it had relinquishcd overall control of economic mohbili-
zation.”” Herman M. Somers grants that Nelson had been given the powers the
president had been granted by the Congress under Title III of the War Powers Act.
But Nelson did not seize all he could, and the president himself *‘diluted and
diffused the powers given to Nelson.” Somers, 24.
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sufficient authority to act alone.”’®® Othcr commentators agree that
Nelson’s Board was fatally undermined within in its first trimester
by voluntarily yielding “‘to the Armed Services both priorities power
and the right to clear military contracts before the contracts were
let to suppliers.” With General Administrative Orders 2-23 and 2-33
in March and April 1942 Nelson ‘“‘surrendered direct decision-mak-
ing authority over the great bulk of the finished output needed for
war."’1% This was costly to the power of his influence and his freedom
of action.

There were plants that the War Department ordered built that
were superfluous, and given the limited amount of materials and
construction workers, a surplus in one area meant a shortage in
another. Many new factories and many expanded ones were not
needed, Harold Vatter argues. Locomotive plants went info tank
production, ‘“‘when locomotives were more necessary’’ than tanks.
Truck plants *“‘began to produce airplanes,” which produced ‘‘short-
ages of trucks later on.”’'°! Alan Milward makes a similar point, and

% Kreidberg and Henry, 686-687. Nelson deliberately refused to procure for
the Army and Navy, arguing that had he done so the warriors would have been
critical of such a move because people from industries producing the tools of war
would have been buying their own systems, and, as importantly, it would have taken
oo long to train War Production Board civilians in these arts. Nelson, 196~199.
The War Production Board history asserts, however, that it was not without influence
here, but that its approach was to collaborate and coordinate, but never to dictate.
Regarding people, a vital concern to the Board in order to maximize production,
the Board worked with the War Manpower Commission to guide labor to where
it was most needed through its Production Urgency List—which was frequently
updated—and also collaborated with Selective Service to determine which workers
in war industries were actually essential and should therefore be exempt from the
draft. The Board also certified to the War Labor Board when and where wage
increases were justified to attract an adequate labor supply. War Production Board,
15-17.

00 vatter, 72-73. Administrative Order 2-23 gave the Army just what 1t wanted,
the right to “‘direct production themselves.” (The Navy’s order was 2-33.) The
service secretaries and their flag officers were armed “‘with a hunting license . . . to
freely trespass upon the territory the President had assigned to the War Production
Board.”” Vatter argues that money and time could have been saved and wasted effort
avoided had Nelson stood his ground.

101 Ibid.
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bases his criticism on the lack of firm priorities. ‘‘Completely new
factories,”” he writes, “‘were built with government help when there
was no possibility that they would ever get the neccssary raw materials
to sustain their planned production.’’!??

One should not, however, make the mistake of belicving that
the War Production Board was impotent. It had the power to compel
acceptance of war orders by any producer in the country, and it
could requisition any property needed for the war effort.’*® And
Nelson’s Board also controlled the supply of raw materials.

THE CONTROLLED MATERIALS PLAN

Nelson’s major task, as it turned out, was the administration of
the Controlled Materials Plan—the allocation of raw materials to
the specific industries that produced the weapons systems. Nelson
wrote, in an oversimplification, that war production could be broken
down into three sections, only one of which was truly his. First was
establishing requirements. The president and the joint chiefs and
the combined chiefs determined the requirements, and the War
Production Board translated those decisions into production requi-
sites. Once that was known, the Board had to decide how much of
what systems the economy was capable of producing. And with that
known, how to balance resources against demands. Everything could
not be produced at once, raw materials had to be carefully appor-
tioned because to overproduce one muniton would mean that an-
other would be underproduced.!® To ensure that production was
tightly balanced, the War Production Board centralized control of
raw materials. To ensure that the British were operating under the
same plans as the Americans, Roosevelt established a Combined Raw
Materials Board in late January 1942.}%°

192 Milward, 122-123. Milward cites another problem—strategic shortsighted-
ness. The services ‘‘fought strenuously against all raw material allocations to the
Soviet Union.”” [When keeping the Soviet Union in the war was vital to the cause.]

193 Nelson, 206, 208-209.

194 Ibid., 200-202.

195 Ibid., 205-206.
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The Controlled Materials Plan replaced the Production Re-
quirements Plan (a November 1941 voluntary program) which had
permitted manufacturers at all levels to state production material
requirements for government orders. The Controlled Materials Plan,
administered by the Production Executive Committee, chaired by
Charles E. Wilson of the War Production Board, was a “‘vertical allo-
cation plan, under which allotments were made by programs and
passed down through the chain from procurement agency [e.g., the
armed services] to prime contractors to sub- and sub- sub- contractor,
whereas in the [Production Requirements Plan] direct applications
had been received from all levels in the subcontracting plan.” The
Controlled Materials Plan was a ““more accurate’ and ‘‘more equita-
ble and more effective distribution of materials.”” It was announced
on November 2, 1942 that it would become effective in the sccond
quarter of 1943 and fully effective in the next quarter. It was certainly
superior to the Army and Navy Munitions Board priorities system in
rationalizing the distribution of materials.'®

106 YWar Production Board, 14-15. This method of allocation lasted until the end
of the war. Somers, 116. Koistinen 97,98. See also David Novick, Melvin Anshen,
and W.C. Truppner, Wartime Production Controls (New York: Columbia University
Press, 1949), 129, 133, 165. *‘The fundamental objectives of the Controlled Materials
Plan were clear from the start. They were (1) to assure a balance between supply
and demand for the principal production materials designated undcr the plan as
‘controlled materials'—carbon and alloy steel, brass [really copper], and aluminum;
(2) to secure that balance by a coordinated review of military export, and essential
civilian programs in terms of their controlled material equivalents, and by adjust-
ments, wherever necessary, to vield that total commitment of our production re-
sources calculated to secure maximum output for world military victory; (3) to
schedule production for each approved end product program in order to secure
the maximum level of balanced output at all levels of production from metal mill
to final assembly plant; (4) to maintain continuing control over production and
over the distribution of materials required to support approved production lcvels
in all parts of the cconomy: and above all (3) to cut down the size of the total arms
production program to realistic proportions by expressing all projects in addable
currency common to virtually all programs—steel, copper, and aluminum . . . The
original group of claiming agencics was . . . composed of the War Department, Navy
Department, Maritime Commission . . . Aircraft Resources Control . . . Lend Lease
Administration, Board of Economic Warfare, and Office of Civilian Supply . . . The
Controlled Materials Plan was the most complex piece of administrative machinery
created during the period of the war emergency.”
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The Controlled Materials Plan was a method of forcing all con-
sumers of raw materials to plan for themselves. No order for raw
materials could be accepted until the Production Executive Commit-
tee had in hand an exact statement of raw materials requirements.
The allocations were made quarterly and, for the first time in the
war, the armed forces procurement agencies were forced to consider
their future demands within the “‘context of long-term strategy.” '
Controlled materials planning was a massive undertaking. Two
streams of paper carried requirements and allotments information
through the *‘interlocked industrial and governmental structure.”

The first stream of paper, leading up the supply-demand balance
for the total cconomy determined each calendar quarter by the
War Production Board Requirements Committce, began at the
lowest layer of manufacturing subcontractors. Bills of materials
(detailed schedules of amounts of cach contained material re-
quired to make onc unit of a fabricated product) were transmit-
ted up the manufacturing ladder to the assemblers of end prod-
ucts and other prime contractors. There they werc accumulated,
cach prime contractor combining his own and his subcontrac-
tors’ material requirements, and transmitted to the procuring
claiming agency. From hill-of-material information and other
sources, cach claimant agency prepared estimates of controlled-
materials requirements in total and by program detail and sub-
mitted the estimates to the [War Production Board] controlled-
material branches (steel, copper, and aluminum)and the Re-
quirements Committee staff. ... The second strecam of paper
began at this point with the allotment of materials to cach claim-
ant agency representing its share of the anticipated supply of
cach controlled material available for purchase directly by the
agency and by its prime and subcontractors . . .. the claimant
agency distributed allotments (authorizations to purchase) to
its prime contractors. The prime contractors retained that part
of the allotments necessary to cover their own direct procure-
ment from the metal mills and reallocated the remainder o
their suppliers.!*™

07 Milward, 128-194.
1% Novick, Anshen, and Truppner, 167-170.
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Although the literature usually spcaks of three raw materials
in the Controlled Materials Plan—steel, copper, aluminum—there
were actually 13 categories of carbon steel and 10 of steel alloy to
be allocated separately, and 4 classes of copper-based alloy products,
3 classes of copper shapes, and wire mill and foundry products. Alu-
minum products came in 21 classes of shapes and alloys. But the
revolutionary step in the Controlled Materials Plan was not in these
refined allocations. It rested rather on the principle that the delivery
of materials were “‘not affected by preference ratings.”” Mcaning
once the Requirements Committee “‘determined the distribution of
steel, copper and aluminum which in its judgment was best calcu-
lated to meet war, export, and essential civilian needs, all approved
programs had equal validity.”'%

To the War Production Board, that is. Certainly the War and
Navy Departments (and other claimants like Lend-Lease Administra-
tion, Maritime Commission, Office of Civilian Supply, and even other
agencies later in the war) did not think that all approved programs
had “equal validity.”” At times different systems had higher priorities,
like the necessity of accelerating the building of landing craft in
1942 and 1943, and cspecially in the first halt of 1944 tfor Operation
Overlord and amphibious assaults in the Pacific.''” The Controlled
Materials Plan forced a strict accounting on all users of steel, copper
and aluminum, but the key civilian agency turned over most of these
precious materials to the military for their further allocation based
on grand strategy.

The Controlled Materials Plan solved a nagging problem—con-

199 [hid. Nelson wrote that there was no single “vital (0 victory” war program.
“We had a dozen or more, and all of them had o go along together. For example,
steel plate was needed by merchant ships, but steel plate was also needed by the
Navy for its warships, by the Army for its tanks, by Lend-Lease for the requirements
of our Allies; it was essential, too, for the building of high-octanc gasoline plants,
rubber plants, and for the expansion of our overall industrial capacity.” Nelson,
249-251.

"9 Nelson, 231-256. Nelson cites Roosevelt for raising the priority of landing
craft 1o the Navy's “‘most urgent category.”” The president in 1942 saw the need
before the Navy did, because the latter was focusing on destroyers and other anti-
submarine craft for the Battle of the Atlantic. Nelson notes that landing craft expan-
sion cut into many other shipbuilding programs, and there were still never ecnough
landing craft.
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trolling what was built and when by releasing or withholding raw
materials—but it consumed many thousands of people and much
time. Nelson was in the sorry position of simply not being able to
satisfy everybody all the time. ‘‘He was battered, abused, and cajoled
by other agencies’ of the government. Instead of being the interwar
planners ideal of a wise man surveying the war from an unmatched
viewpoint and apportioning economic strength where it would do
the most good, he was thoroughly inside the turbulent milieu.'!!
Nelson’s biggest difficulty was Roosevelt’s unwillingness to sup-
port him in his inevitable disputes with the plethora of wartime agen-
cies the president created to deal with the emergency and his contin-
ued willingness to create potentially rival agencies. There were
powerful prewar New Deal agencies like the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation (which added to its authority the Defense Plant Corpo-
ration, Defense Supplies Corporation, Metals Reserve Company, and
Rubber Reserve Company) whose role might conflict with Nelson’s
Board. And there were venerable institutions like the War and Navy
Department that had been created in the 18th and 19th centuries
which also might see activities of the War Production Board as
usurping their authority. Many other war agencies were founded
before the War Production Board—Ilike the Board of Economic War-
fare, the Office of Lend-Lease (with the powerful Harry Hopkins in
charge initially), and the Office of Defense Transportation that had
charters that overlapped Nelson’s. Other agencies founded after Nel-
son’s like the Petroleum Administration for War, Rubber Develop-
ment Corporation, War Manpower Commission and dozens of oth-
ers had charters that seemed to authorize powers that the War
Production Board also possessed. He willingly gave away rationing
authority to the Office of Price Administration. Probably his most
serious lapse (other than permitting the services to procure their
own munitions) was permitting the War Manpower Commission to
be independent of him. This agency, created on April 18, 1942 to
‘““assure the most effective mobilization and maximum utilization of
the Nation’s manpower in the prosecution of the war,”” was offered to
him by Roosevelt. However, Nelson permitted it to be independent.

"' Industrial College of the Armed Forces, 113.
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Manpower was a constant bottleneck during the war.!!? All of this
might have been manageable if Roosevelt were a manager, which
he was not; if he had appointed a person to run the War Production
Board whom he trusted explicitly, which he did not; or if Nelson
were more attuned to bureaucratic ways, which he, apparently, was
not. Nelson was doomed, and, of course, the industrial mobilization
effort suffered.

The military never saw itself as Nelson’s partner, and involved
itself in “‘every facet of the home front war program.” When there
was a problem such as with deliveries of finished goods the military
would intrude in the transportation business. If there was a labor
problem, manufacturers would turn to the military rather than to
the War Labor Board to solve it—turning to the agency paying the
bills. It was easy to turn to the military to solve problems in time of
a total war. It might not have been wise over the long term, or even
efficient, but it was easy because the military had enormous prestige
and power. Because the military did not want to yield procurement
to the War Production Board, it naturally accepted Nelson’s abdica-
tion in these areas, enabling it to outmaneuver the Chairman.!'?

Philosophical differences also marred the relationship. Nelson’s
concern for the civilian population—those who worked in the facto-
ries and operated the farms—was interpreted by some in the Army
as “pampering”’ civilians. Nelson complained about ‘‘bitter fights’’
with the Army over manufacturing tractors or spare parts for cars,
washing machines, refrigerators, etc.!'¥ Nelson, from the beginning
of the war well into the peace that followed, insistcd that the econ-
omy had to be controlled by civilians. He argued that *‘military men
are bound to place above everything clse the needs of specific muni-
tions programs.’’ If they did gain complete authority over the coun-
try’s resources, Nelson maintained, they “‘would inevitably produce
disorder, and eventually balk their own efforts by undercutting the
economy in such a way that it could not meet their demands.”” His

112 Somers, 26-27. Kreidberg and Henry, 687-689, found the War Manpower
Commission to be ineffective because it had no power to draft, assign, or punish
civilian workers.

13 Somers, 109-112.

'+ Nelson, 167-170.
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running battle got into the press, much to his chagrin. ““The Army
had at its disposal and freely used many unfair methods of meddling
[with] anyone who stood in its way . . . Very soon after I had made,
and stuck to’’ the decision on making spare parts for appliances and
automobiles United States factories were no longer producing in
order to keep these labor saving machines in some working order,
‘‘articles began appearing in the press stating that 1,500 plants mak-
ing munitions of war were going to have to shut down because they
could not get materials. War Department officials in high places were
feeding out those [false] stories.”’*!®

Students of the period generally agree that the Army wanted
conirol of the economy—something it had desired from the mo-
ment it began planning for industrial mobilization, and a root reason
for opening the Army Industrial College. Herman Somers notes that,
soon after the War Production Board was formed, General Brehon
Somervell, chief of the Army’s Services of Supply made a play to put
the new Board under the control of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Somers
writes: “The Army and Navy came to regard Nelson and the [War
Production Board] as advocates of a comfortable civilian economy,
which would resist to the end curtailments to expand military pro-
duction.”!'® We have seen, however, that Nelson wanted to convert
the automobile industry to munitions production well before the
Japanese attacked Pearl Harbor, and that his first action as chairman
was to do just that.

In addition to leaving military procurement to the Navy and

15 Ihid., 859-362. The Navy Department seemed more attuned to the needs
of civilians—after all how would workers get to factories or shipyards without auto-
mobiles and buses, and how productive would they be if their life styles were ne-
glected? Nelson 357-359. Myopia on the part of the services frustrated Nelson to
the point that he petitioned Roosevelt to Jet him return to Sears. Nelson, 107-109,
112. Nelson wrote that Roosevelt told him that both had to beware of the Army
acquiring ‘‘too much power.” In a democracy, the president argued, the economy
“*should be leftin the charge of civilians.”” | This is certainly one of the major reasons
the president rejected the interwar industrial mobilization plans.] Roosevelt told
Nelson ““to fight for” his rights when *‘such issues’ as civilian versus military control
arose. Nelson was proud of the fact that *‘no other outfit in the world ever fought
the Army of the United States to a standstill more frequently than the intrepid
patrol of the [War Production Board].” Nelson xvii-xviii.

16 Somers, 20-31.
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War Departments, Roosevelt did not give Nelson the authority or
the tools to control inflation, which increased as the large pool of
unemployed dried up. In September 1942, Roosevelt asked Congress
for the powers necessary to fix all wages and prices. Congress yielded
on October 2, granting the president the authority to issue a “‘gen-
eral order stabilizing prices, wages, and salaries affecting the cost of
living,” and empowering the president to create the office of Eco-
nomic Stabilization. On October 3, 1942, Roosevelt appointed James
F. Byrnes, the ultimate insider, Director.

Byrnes quickly resigned from the Supreme Court and began his
new job on October 15. He had blanket authority *‘relating to control
of civilian purchasing power, prices, rents, wages, salaries, profits,
subsidies, and all related matters.”” The Director of the Office of
Economic Stabilization was to be the final judge of any jurisdictional
disputes among the various wartime agencies and within the presi-
dent’s exccutive office regarding economic policy. Byrnes was to the
civilian economic strategy what Roosevelt was to the war’s grand
strategy.

Very significantly, Byrnes was able to set up his office in the
White House. Roosevelt told Byrnes: ““Your decision is my dccision,
and . .. there is no appeal. For all practical purposes vou will be
the Assistant President.”’!'” Had he said that to Nelson, the War
Production Board might have turned out to be the supreme mobili-
zation agency that the interwar planners called for. Might have rather
than would have because it is not clear that Nelson’s personality was
up to using such a full grant of authority. Herman M. Somers argues
that Nelson, a man of *‘great abilities and character” was “‘probably
not temperamentally suited to the onerous job he undertook. “‘He
was mild mannered and intellectual, not given to quick decisions.
He was not adept at and did not welcome the ‘infighting’ or the

17 Robertson, 316-321. Byrnes, while in the Senate, had drafted and helped
move key war powers and other emergency legislation, and even while an Associate
Justice he continued to dralt and expedite legislation. Attorney General Francis
Biddle reported to Roosevelt on January 9, 1942 that “all defense legislation is
being cleared by the departments and then through Jimmy Byrnes, who takes care
ofiton the Hill.”” His appointment, however, obviously undercut Nelson. Robertson,
312-314. Byrnes had been the floor manager for Roosevelt’s I.end-l.ease Act. Rob
erson, 296-297.
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power struggles involved in high administration’ jobs for ‘‘high
stakes.”” Somers concludes that Donald M. Nelson was ‘‘too nice a
guy for the job.”"!!®

The dispute between the Army and Nelson that finally drove
him out of office was industrial reconversion. Reconversion has al-
ways been handled badly in the United States, and the fact that
the Woodrow Wilson administration mishandled it in the late teens
(causing heightened unemployment) cost the Democrats control of
the Congress and White House in 1920. Nelson wanted to begin
reconverting industry as soon as feasible and many in Congress were
eager to have factories in their districts and states reconvert too.
Nelson directed one of his key assistants to study reconversion in
April 1943, and made clear that he intended to move into this contro-
versial area. War production peaked in November 1943, although
for some items, like airplanes, 1944 was a bigger year. There was a
sharp decline in war orders. But the Army wanted no reconversion
of industry because it might lead to a slackening of the war effort.
The Army would have been happy if there were pools of unemploved
workers forced to stay in war industries, and unable to opt for better
paving or more secure jobs in factories producing for the civilian
market. Harry S Truman was on record calling for ‘‘an orderly re-
sumption of civilian production in areas where there is not man-
power shortage and with materials not required for war production.”
But the Army was powerful, and some business leaders also fought
reconversion because they were tied to war production and did not
want competitors to get a leg up in the potential market. Nelson
began to reconvert slowly, and the Army forced his removal in the
summer of 1944.1'? By the time Roosevelt sent Nelson to China on
assignment to get him out of town, the president had already ap-
pointed an agency that superseded the War Production Board: the
Office of War Mobilization, May 27, 1944—the last of the series
that began with the with the War Resources Board in August 1939.
Significantly, the president installed James F. Byrnes to run this new
organization.

118 Somers, 38-39. Bruce Catton would agrec.
19 Nelson, 32, 391-415.
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THE OFFICE OF WAR MOBILIZATION
(AND CONVERSION)

The president was being pushed to establish a war mobilization
office by Senator Harry Truman and his committee. Truman’s com-
mittee and other congressional investigative committees werc dis-
mayed by the lack of unity in the industrial effort and demanded
a single civilian-directed procurement agency for all Army, Navy,
Maritime Commission, and Lend-Lease needs. Truman knew that
Nelson had much more authority than he exercised and therefore
called for a War Mobilization Board—stating that he would create
one by legislation if Roosevelt did not take the initiative.'** Other
efforts also forced the establishment of the Office of War Mobiliza-
tion.?! For its part, the Senate Military Affairs Committee recog-
nized the weaknesses in the War Production Board. There were too
many agencies with a say in too many parts of the economy for
efficiency. The press was also onto this failing and were vocal in their
criticism. Roosevelt either sensed the pressure or understood the
necessity, or both, and created by Executive Order the new office,
designating a handful of government officials as advisers (Nelson
was one of the five), and chartered the Office of War Mobilization
to “*develop unified programs and to establish policies for the maxi-
mum use of the Nation’s natural and industrial resources for military
and civilian needs, for the effective use of the national manpower
not in the armed forces, for the maintenance and stabilization of
the civilian economy, and for the adjustment of such economy to

120 Somers, 35.

121 One of these was Roosevelt himself. Herman Somers argues that the creation
of the Office of War Mobilization was neither driven by personality conflicts nor
by militarycivilian rivalry. It was that no one short of the president could make
decisions across so many agencies and departments, therefore an assistant president
who could do so was essential if Roosevelt was to focus on grand strategy. Somers
38-40. Koistinen argues that Roosevelt created the Office of War Mobilization be-
cause he was feeling the heat from the [John H.] Tolan Committee (House Select
Commitice Investigating National Defense) and the [James E. | Murray Committee
(Senate Special Committee to Study and Survey the Problems of American Small
Business). These all called for centralization of the mobilization process. Koistinen,
99.
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war needs and conditions.” The key to the Executive Order was in
this sentence: “To unify the activities of the Federal agencies and
departments engaged in or concerned with production, procure-
ment, distribution or transportation or military or civilian supplies,
materials, and products and to resolve and determine controversies
between such agencies or departments.’”” The new office could issue
“directives and policies’’ to carry out its charter, and ‘it shall be the
duty of all such agencies and departments to execute these directives,
and to make to the Office of War Mobilization such progress reports
as may be required.”'® James F. Byrnes, the first Director of the
Office drafted the Executive Order and wrote the language to make
the new agency effective. From the start he was called Assistant Presi-
dent. The only things missing in James Byrnes portfolio were forcign
affairs and military grand strategy.!??

By 1943, Byrnes had become immersed in cconomic planning.
As Dircctor of the Office of Economic Stabilization he was intimately
concerned with all major segments of the economy because his office
was charged with eliminating inflation. No similar office had been
established during World War I, and as a result consumer prices rose
and the national debt ballooned. The Office of Economic Stabiliza-
tion was not able to eliminate inflation, but it did dampen it and in
the process Byrnes learncd a great deal about the economy and
how segments of it—agriculture, industry, etc.—worked to profit or
benefit their narrow interests rather than the gencral welfare.'*!

122 Industrial College of the Armed Forces, 119-123. On May 25, 1943 the Neaw
York Times cditorialized: “Intramural bickering and inter-burcau politics are moving
to a new high point in bitterness with cnergy that might be devoted to outdoing
the Axis being turned by subordinate officials to undoing onc another.” Cited in
Somers, 33, 34.

123 Somers, 5. Roosevelt wrote Byrnes in January 1944: **You have been called
‘The Assistant President” and the appellation comes close to the truth.” Robertson,
322. Exccutive Order 9347, May 27, 1943, cited in Somers, 47-51.

"# Industrial College of the Armed Forces, 104-110. Byrnes wrote: ““The Light
to hold wages and prices was a bitter struggle. It was a struggle against the desires
of the producers to obtain increased prices and of workers to win increased wages.
Senators, representatives, labor leaders, businessmen, farmers, and spokesmen for
groups of all kinds would present their special case. Whenever they could, they

48



INDUSTRIAL MOBILIZATION

Byrnes' powers were extensive. The Executive Order establishing the
Office of Economic Stabilization permitted him:

to formulate and develop a comprechensive national economic
policy relating to the control of civilian purchasing power,
prices, rents, wages, salaries, profits, rationing subsidies, and all
related matters——all for the purpose of preventing avoidable
increases in the cost of living, cooperating in minimizing the
unnecessary migration from one business, industry or region to
another, and facilitating the prosecution of the war. To give
effect to this comprehensive national economic policy the Direc-
tor shall have power to issue directives on policy to the Federal
departments and agencies concerned. '

Interestingly, the Office of Economic Stabilization did not disap-
pear with the creation of the Office of War Mobilization. Fred M.
Vinson, a former congressman and appeals judge (and later Chief
Justice) replaced Byrnes and his office was subordinate to Byrnes’
new one. (Vinson eventually became Director of the Office of War
Mobilization and Reconversion, its new title after October 1944.)
The arrangement worked well because the men knew cach other,
had worked together in the past, and Vinson clearly understood
Byrnes' relationship with the president.'*®

Soon after taking office. Byrnes wrote to the chicfs of all the
procuring agencies and pointed out his duties as prescribed by the

would go to the President to present their complaint.” Byrnes, 19. The Bureau of
the Budget was heavily involved in cconomic policy too, and its powers were vastly
expanded during the war. Sce Industrial College of the Armed Forces, 93-97, But
the relationship between the Office of Feonomic Stabilization and the Burcau of
the Budget was not friction free. Byrnes inevitably engaged in formulating policy
that prior to his appointment was the province of the Budget Bureau, and Bureau
Dircctor Harold D. Smith challenged Byrnes’™ authority. But Byrnes had proxim-
ity—being located in the White House.

% Somers, 35. The quote is trom the Executive Order 9250 which Byrnes
drafted October 3, 1942, Byrnes, 17. He succeeded in that inflation was dampened
berter than in previous wars, While the cost of living had risen rapidly in the first
vear of the war, from April 1943 to September 1945, it rose only another 4.8 percent.

20 Ibid., 66-70.
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president. He put everybody on notice that he intended to scrutinize
all procurement. He called for establishing within and at the top
of each agency a procurement review board that would include a
representative of the Office of War Mobilization. Some offices, nota-
bly Lend-Lease and the Maritime Commission did so immediately,
but the Army had to be told a second time and the Navy only did
what it was told when the president insisted they follow orders. The
Navy dragged its feet for months trying to subvert Byrnes’ authority.
Byrnes wrote the president that General George C. Marshall was
cooperating and that billions of dollars were saved through this coop-
eration, but that the Navy was recalcitrant. The Navy, counting on
its special relationship with Roosevelt, tried to go around Byrnes,
but the president forwarded their memoranda to Byrnes for an-
swering.'?’

The Office of War Mobilization, also located in the White
House, was certainly in a position by fiat and personality to rational-
ize industrial mobilization. Byrnes was indeed ‘‘assistant president’
and more powerful than any cabinet member, for he had jurisdiction
over all agencies, bureaus and departments.128 But what should be
its role vis-a-vis the Joint Chiefs? Some in Byrnes’ office thought that
he should sit with the Joint Chiefs of Staff so that grand strategy and
procurement would be harmonized. But the services, espccially the
Navy, resisted civilian participation in military affairs, especially war
planning. There was cstablished within the Joint Chiefs of Staff a
Joint Production Survey Committee with representation from the
Office of War Mobilization, a compromise between full integration
of procurement and military strategy. Previous to that time Nelson’s
War Production Board was not represented on Joint Chiefs of Staff
committecs. Byrnes did not consider his relationship with the Joint
Chiefs to be satisfactory. The Chiefs still wanted a great deal of the say
regarding industrial mobilization. But Byrnes was able to establish his
authority over the Joint Chiefs on matters of supply, although doing
so was not easy.'®

He did this by informing the Chiefs at the outset that he and

127 Ihid., 118-121.
'8 Ibid., 47-51, 208 233.
129 Ibid., 70-75.
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the Office of War Mobilization were responsible for the balance that
must be maintained between civilian and military production, and,
therefore, he had to know what was being procured by the services.
Moreover, he had to know that the amounts being procured were
not cxcessive. Byrnes, for example, set up a procurement review
board for the Army which found that it needed some testimony
concerning military matters. The Army refused to show any such
data to civilians, and Byrnes told the Chief of Staff that he would
take the Army’s refusal to cooperate to the president. The Army gave
in.13°

Prior to the creation of the Office of War Mobilization there
was no synchronizing of grand strategy and production. And al-
though the new Office was an imperfect mechanism for effecting
this synchronization, it did have the president behind it and Byrnes’
extensive experience, keen intelligence, and high common sense.
The problem was the active competition for limited resources that
kept agencies in permanent conflict. Byrnes’ approach was to exer-
cise control by listening to arguments from disputing agencies after
conflicts had developed and make the necessary decisions. This is,
more or less, the role the industrial mobilization plans had reserved
for the War Resources Administrator, except that the planners
hoped that this bureaucrat would resolve conflicts before they oc-
curred. Byrnes did not need a big staff to do that job, and in fact
kept his staff tiny (10 initially, 16 in November 1944, 80 in June 1945
and 146 in May 1946 during the height of reconversion, compared
with 20,000 in the War Production Board).'?! He used the staff of
the various agencies to provide him the information he needed.
Byrnes deliberately safeguarded the autonomy of the agencies he
dealt with, acting as a disinterested decision-maker—a judge in ef-
fect.®? Moving the decision-making power to the Office of War Mo-
bilization diminished Nelson’s authority and prestige and also that
of the War Production Board. There was only one authority higher
than Byrnes—Roosevelt—and the president was adamant that

130 Ihid., 63-64.

B Ibid., 51-54, 80-81.

132 1hid., 65. Milward agrees with Somers. Byrnes was indeed the “‘supreme
umpire over the powerful.”” Milward, 110-113.
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Byrnes’ decisions would stick. Even the War Department “‘tended
to accept’” Byrnes’ decisions as final, and he was able to stop “‘the
military agencies practice of looking to the Joint Chiefs of Staff for
ultimate procurement decisions.”'** Roosevelt loved it! He told a
triend that “‘since appointing Jimmy Byrnes to [the Office of War
Mobilization] he, for the first time since the war began, had the
leisure ‘to sit down and think.””’!?*

Byrnes took on the dispute with the Joint Chiefs that had caused
Nelson to be fired: reconversion. As a politician who was painfully
aware of the costs to his party for failing to implement an ordered
demobilization after World War I, he was sensitive to the demand.
Ilis aim, and that of civilians in the war agencies, was to prevent
unemployment and severe industrial dislocation with the ending of
war production. Alimost all agreed on the objective, but timing was
evervthing. For at least 18 months before the end of the war in
Europe, a large proportion of Byrnes’ tiine and that of people in
numerous agencies like the War Production Board was devoted to

%3 Kreidberg and Henry, 687. Vatter, 82-83. Somers, 137. Herman Somers,
the scholar with the greatest depth regarding the Office of War Mobilization, cites
a dispute between Byrnes and the Navy in March 1943, over the number of aircraft
that were needed to complete the war. The Army Air Forces had reduced their
demand by almost 44,000 airplanes, saving more than $7.5 billion, but the Navy cut
very little. Both Byrnes and Vinson found the Navy's insistence untenable. Somers
122-124, 133-134. The Joint Chiefs in January 1945 demanded 40 additional tank-
ers. The Joint Production Survey Committee, which was set up by Byrnes inside the
Joint Staff to analyze such demands, said the number of tankers requested was
excessive. The Joint Chiefs overruled the Joint Production Survey Committee, but
the Office of War Mobilization denied the Chiefs petition. Somers, 130-132. In
April 1945 the Joint Chiefs tried to influence shipping priorities in terms of the
ratio of space allocated for civilian and military goods. Vinson wrote Admiral William
D. Leahy that the ‘‘responsibility for making final decisions as to the proper balance
in the employment of manpower and production resources to obtain the maximum
war effort rests with this office. . .. ** Somers 128-130. The Navy in January 1945,
probably at some prodding by representatives and senators with shipyards in their
districts and states, requested an additional 84 ships (644,000 wons) bevond the
1945 program. The Navy went directly to the president, bypassing the Office of War
Mobilization. Byrnes counseled the president to cancel most of the order, and
Roosevelt eliminated 72 ships (514,000 tons) saving $1.5 billion. Somers, 125-128.

134 Robertson, 328-330.
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COORDINATION OF THE WAR AGENCIES

President
Office of
¢ —|- = | War Mobilization
1
DIRECTIVE I !
POWER—>»4 1
1 War
) Production
| Board
' I
] ]
1 I‘ ALLOCATION
' OF RESOURCES
1
=TT -- rTe-~-=~=-=- il i T R .L'r ----- 1
o | St £ i | A | S § R
1 1 [ 1 ) 1
] it || ] 1l i
1] 1 1 1 1 e
Ml Al l il Al Al
War Navy Maritime ggggﬁs‘g War Food Other War
Department Department Commission Transportation Administration Agencies

Source: Bureau of the Budget, 398

the problem of reconverting industry. Two actions were involved:
advance planning for the change-over that would occur after victory
and a gradual resumption of peacetime enterprise while the war was
still going on.'®®

Some aspects of demobilization planning came easily, like agree-

1% Somers, 200-202. The Congress was seriously concerned with this aspect
of economic planning, and it was a major factor in the push for orderly demobiliza-
tion and in fact legislated the issue because of their political concerns. Byrnes was
sensitive and set up the Bernard Baruch-John Hancock postwar planning unit in
the summer of 1943. These two gurus produced a report in February 1944 stressing
the need for congressional leadership in postwar reconversion. The Congress passed
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ment on how to clear away government property and how to settle
cancelled contracts. “*The sharp policy questions . . . were over how
much, if any, resumption of normal civilian activity’’ could be under-
taken with the war going on. ““The heat engendered caused a greater
wave of name-calling in Washington than any other conflict.”” Nclson
and his supporters were accused of being willing to prolong the war
to give business interests an early advantage. Big business lined up
on both sides of the issue, so did government agencies and even
people in the War Production Board. Where people stood on the
issue depended on where they sat. For example the War Manpower
Commission sided with the military because manpower was so
tight—it was the major bottleneck by the time this issue became
prominent. It wanted no freedom for workers to opt for civilian
products employment while there were still landing craft and other
tools of war to be built. The Office of War Mobilization and Recon-
version was ‘‘indispensable’” in adjudicating this issue because it was
above all of the competing agencies and departments, and when it
made reconversion decisions, it was ‘‘never seriously challenged.”
In August 1944, it sanctioned limited reconversion—which it slowed
dramatically in December 1944 during the Battle of the Bulge, but
itreopened the gates in March 1945. “From early 1944 to the end no
agency made any policy decisions in the reconversion field without
clearing with [the Office of War Mobilization and Reconversion].'*¢

Make no mistake, however, reconversion was not a factor until
munitions production actually peaked. The unremitting drive was
for output, and the system produced arms prodigiously.

UNITED STATES PRODUCTION IN WORLD WAR II

No matter where one looks, one finds very impressive American
production statistics throughout World War II. The war on the
ground in Europe was often tank warfare. Between 1918 and 1933
the United States produced only 35 tanks and no two of them the

the Office of War Mobilization and Reconversion Act on 3 October 1944 granting
vast powers to the Office and its director.
16 Ihid., 200-202.
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same model. In 1940, after witnessing Germany’s Blitzkriegin Poland,
Belgium, the Netherlands, and France, the United States produced
3,309 tanks, versus 1,400 in Britain and 1,450 in Germany. In 1943,
however, the United States manufactured 29,500 tanks, more in one
year than Germany produced in the entire war from 1939 to 1945.
In all, the United States manufactured 88,430 tanks during World
War II versus 24,800 in Britain and 24,050 in Germany.]37
Consider also aircraft. In 1940 the United States had 41 engine
and propeller plants; by 1943 it had 81 plants, with 5 built in Canada
with U.S. funds (most of the 40 new factories were of considerably
larger size). Aircraft production floor space increased from 13 mil-
lion square feet in the prewar period, to more than 167 million
square feetin 1943, and the value of the facilities mushroomed from
$114 million prewar to almost $4 billion in 1944. In 1939 the United
States produced 5,865 aircraft valued at about $280 million, and in
1944 America produced 96,379 airplanes valued at almost $17 bil-
lion. The dollar figure is deceiving because during the war the costs
of manufacturing aircraft dropped. At the beginning of the war a
four-engine, long range bomber cost $15.18 per pound and at the
end $4.82 per pound. A single seat fighter cost at the outset $7.41
per pound and $5.37 at the end. Between January 1, 1940 and August
14, 1945 the United States manufactured 303,717 and between De-
cember 7, 1941 and the Japanese surrender, 274,941. And the power,
weight and speed of the aircraft by the end of the war had dramati-
cally increased. The United States produced 97,810 bombers, Ger-
many 18,235, and the United Kingdom and the Soviet Union pro-
duced more than Germany too. The United States produced 99,950
fighters, Germany 53,727, and American fighters were longer
ranged, better armed and better armored (after 1943). The United
States produced 1.6 times as many aircraft (heavier and longer

137 Peppers, 65. Nclson, 239-242. One finds different production figures in
various sources, usually because the authors do not start or finish at the same date.
The War Production Board figures for rank production in World War II is 86,333
between July 1, 1940 and July 31, 1945. War Production Board, 10-13. What is
impressive about the United States figures is the acceleration rather than the gross
total. For comparisons of aircraft production sec John Ellis, World War II: A Statistical
Summary, The Essential Facts and Figures for All the Combatants (New York: Facts on
File, 19983), 278,279.

55



The Big "“L”

ranged) than Germany, Italy and Japan combined. The Soviet Union
produced more aircraft than Germany, and the United Kingdom
slightly less. Both United States allies consumed millions of tons of
American raw materials through Lend-l.ease to build aircraft.!*®

Despite such output, there was no production ““miracle” in the
United States during World War II. Unquestionably, munitions pro-
duction cxpanded greatly but the base the expanded production
was measured from was a depressed onc. Compare for example the
period 1941 to 1945 with another period of rapid industrial expan-
sion, peacetime at that, 1921 to 1925. Total industrial production
output peacetime increase was double that of wartime (53 percent
versus 25 percent). If the period 1941 to 1944, when wartime produc-
tion peaked and before it turned down, is compared with the period
1921 to 1924, the wartime figure is slightly higher (45 percent com-
pared to 38 percent).'” How then did the United States produce
the hundreds of thousands of airplanes, tens of thousands of tanks,
and tens of thousands of landing craft if the output increase in the
early 1940s was no greater than it had been in the early 1920s? The
answer is twofold: massive conversion of the industrial base and gen-
erous government funding for infrastructure construction.

In 1939 the United States devoted less than 2 percent of its
national output to war, and about 70 percent to satisfving immediate
civilian wants. The rest went to civilian government expenditures,
private capital formation and exports. By 1944 the war outlays were
40 percent of national output. Industrial production doubled from

138 Nelson, 237-288. The United States produced more than 40 percent of all
the aircraft produced by all belligerents in World War IT and supplied enough raw
materials to its two key alliecs—the United Kingdom and the Sovict Union—to
permit them to be the number two and three producers of aircraft. Peppers, 63-65.
Between January 1, 1940 and August 14, 1945 the United States spent $45 billion
manufacturing aircraft. At the peak of the war the Army Air Forces had in its inven-
tory 89,000 airplanes. Joshua Stoff, Pictwre HHistory of World Wea IT: American Aircraft
Produciion (New York: Dover Productions, 1993), xi. The Navy inventory of aircraft
at the end of the war contained 36,721 aircraft. U.S. Deparmment of Commerce,
Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1950 (Washington: Government Printing Office,
1950), 212. Not all of the technological innovation went into just improving weap-
ons, much went into improving the production processes. Thus production of the
famous Oerlikon gun went from 132 hours to 33. Milward, 186.

Y9 vauer, 22.
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1939 to 1945 (but 1939 was still a depression year), and production
did increase at the rate of 15 percent per year (more than double
the World War I rate). Manufacturing employment increased from
10,151,000 in 1939 to 16,558,000 in 1944, and the percentage of the
work force involved in manufacturing increased from 19 percent to
26 percent.'* Agricultural employment fell from 9,450,000 in 1940
to 8,950,000 in 1944, while people in non-agricultural industrics
went from 37,980,000 in 1940 to 45,010,000 in 1944. Most of the
increase came from sopping up unemployment (which was 8,120,000
in 1940 and only 670,000 in 1944) and employing more women.'*!

As we shall see in the next section, the United States’ output
in gross figures is impressive, but all belligerents produced munitions
at a furious pace. There is no denying that United States logistics
capabilities were a major (probably the major) reason for the allied
victory. But the relative output must be kept in perspective. The
United States was unquestionably productive and outproduced all
its allies and adversarics, but it started from a higher technological
base than all other combatants. Its wartime increase in productivity
was not impressive by comparison to others. But, and let there be
no doubt here, it was enough!'*

One great advantage the United States had over Germany
(which at the beginning of the war had procured in the previous
four years a volume of combat munitions equal in real terms to the
munitions productions of all her future adversaries combined'*?)
was that the former planned for a long war. Conversion of industry
alone would not have produced all the munitions needed, new facto-

MY War Production Board, 8-5.

" US. Department of Commerce, Burcau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of
the United States, 1948 (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1948), 174-176.

M2 Milward, 73-74.

"3 Yarrison, 173. Germany’s Blitzhrieg strategy was aimed at winning the war
before an cconomic mobilization by Germany’s adversaries could influence events.
Hitler’s lightning war in the Soviet Union failed, but, even then, Germany did not
wrn to the wype of economic mobilization policies of its adversaries. Germany’s
economic effort remained divided long after the allies had pursued a more central-
ized course, with much better results. Not only did Hitler turn to economic mobiliza-
tion too late, but he did so without enthusiasm and within the framework of Nazi
party tensions and rivalries. Both of Hitler’s strategies failed. Harrison, 178-181.
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ries had to be built and old ones modified. It was essential, therefore,
tfor the government to expend scarce materials, machinery and man-
power on building and expanding war plants at the expense even
of current production. In 1940 about $2 billion was spent on factory
construction, more than $4 billion the next year, and almost $8.5
billion in 1942. After the third quarter of 1942 the trend was down-
ward for the rest of the war.'**

BALANCING MILITARY AND CIVILIAN NEEDS

Great as the output was, the United States war effort absorbed
about 40 percent of the gross national product, which grew 50 per-
cent in constant dollars between 1939 and 1944. The United States
devoted a smaller percentage of its gross national product to the
war than any other major adversary. There was also a major effort
during the war to improve the lot of the population whenever possi-
ble. Automobile production was stopped and tires and gasoline were
rationed, but the consumers could be compensated with soft goods
and scrvices. The War Production Board thought that the American
people during the war were ‘‘subjected to inconvenience, rather
than sacrifice.””'*® By comparison to the situation facing civilians in
all other nations at war, it would be hard to argue with that assertion.
At the height of the war the government spent $94 billion, and of
that $81.6 or 87 percent was war spending. The budget was 80 times
greater than in 1939, 54 times 1940 and 14 times 1941. But the
budget expansion was such that civilians truly did not suffer because

** War Production Board, 34--35. In some industries almost all of the construc-
tion moncy camc from the government: 47 percent of the synthetic rubber industry
construction for cxample, military explosives 85 percent, and chemical warfare was
100 percent. War Production Board, 86.

45 War Production Board, 1-2. The labor force went up from 54 million to
64 million in the war, but most of the increase here came from the 9 million who
were unemploved in 1939. There were about 12 million in the armed services at
the manpower peak. Most of the 10 million increase in the labor force went into
factories (the volume of manufacturing output tripled) and agriculture. The con-
struction trades lost workers after 1942. The workweek increased from 37.7 hours
per week in 1939 to 43.2 hours in 1944, and productivity increased sharply.
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U.S. MUNITIONS PRODUCTION
Average Monthly Rate, by Quarters, July 1, 1940 - July 31, 1945
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of the war, and when one considers that unemployment had all but
disappeared and what joblessness remained was usually only tempo-
rary, the home front prospered. In terms of calories people were
generally fed better than they had been before the war, and they
consumed more meat, shoes, clothing, and energy.'*

Its population is always a country’s greatest resource, and in a
major mobilization like that of World War II, usually its greatest
hinderance. The United Kingdom suffered a severe people

116 Abrahamson, 139-140. In Britain real total personal consumption fell at

the wartime nadir to 70 percent of the 1938-1939 level, whereas in the United
States at the worst, in 1942, it was b percent higher than it had been in 1940.
Thercafter it went up rapidly. In the United States personal consumption never fell
below 55 percent of a rapidly expanding gross national product, whereas in Britain
it never topped 49 percent of 2 much smaller gross national product. Vatter, 20.

59



The Big “L”’

U.S. MUNITIONS OUTPUT
6 ! 1 1 INVASION OF
IN STANDARD IvAsion oF EHILIPPINES
MUNITIONS NORMANDY S OF LEVTE)
DOLLARS . / BATTLE OF THE BULGE
> INVASION OF ITALY A/ |
3z ~ V-E DAY
’—
z
Q 4
> ]
< GUADALCANAL [oF -
-l
-
(@]
a
w
O
w 2
z
O
3 PEARL HARBOR Schedule
o
FALL OF
FRANCE
0 3 £ 2 2 '
1940 1941 1942 1943 1944 1945 1946

Source: Wartime Production Achievements, 13

crunch—its population was the smallest of the major belligerents.
Germany and the Soviet Union found themselves people limited too,
in terms of productive population. The United States, as indicated
below, was limited too in terms of manpower, although its population
was larger than all the belligerents (including the Soviet Union soon
after the German attack in June 1941) except for China, and its losses
were much smaller than all the major adversaries who remained in
the war.

The Amcrican manpower problem was exacerbated by the num-
ber of agencies involved in allocating this crucial resource. The War
Manpower Commission was created by cxccutive order by the presi-
dent on April 18, 1942 as a policy making agency, but the Selective
Service System, which drafted more than 10 million people, was com-
pletely independent of the War Manpower Commission. In January
1943 the War Manpower Commission lost control of the agricul-
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SOME WARTIME SHIFTS IN U.S. ECONOMY

TOTAL LABOR FORCE

Il

19 ] Increase 1939 to 1944
MANUFACTURING EMPLOYMENT

rd

939 1 944' Increase 1939 to 1944
Capital Formation GROSS NATIONAL PRODUCT

and Exports

1939 1944 Incre;se 1939 to 1944
buadeGooss  CONSUMER EXPENDITURES

1939 1944 Increase 1939 to 1944

Source: Wartime Production Achievements, p. 4

61



The Big “L"”

WARTIME EXPANSION
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tural labor supply to the Secretary of Agriculture, and the Civil Ser-
vice Commission recruited independently for the vastly increased
responsibilities of the federal government. In time railroad workers
and sailors in the merchant marine were also independent of the
War Manpower Commission’s authority, and, of course, all of these
agencies were independent of each other.

When the manpower situation became desperate in 1943 and
1944, with superfluous people in selected industries or on farms
clinging to draft deferments, it took the power of the Office of War
Mobilization to solve the dilemma. There was, for example, an ur-
gent manpower problem on the West Coast where much of the
United States’ shipbuilding and airplane manufacturing was located.
By June 1943, one-third of the shipbuilding yards on the West Coast
were behind schedule, and there was a shortage of workers in every
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production center. It took about a year for the Office of War Mobili-
zation to implement a policy restricting the freedom of workers to
move where they wanted to take advantage of better wages or work-
ing conditions, and to moderate the rights of employers to hire
whomever they wanted whenever they wanted. The division of re-
sponsibility for making manpower decisions harmed the war effort,
and only when a supreme judge was added at the top of the appara-
tus, could problems be solved.'"’

The manpower demand was relentless. The United States had
in its armed forces in mid-1945, more than 12 million people, more
than 98 percent men. Howcver, during the war the United States
had mobilized more than 16 million for the military. More than
400,000 dicd or were missing in action, several times that number
were wounded and many of that total were invalided out, and a
grcat nuinber were discharged before the war ended for a variety of
reasons. To reach the number who served, about 45 million men
were registered for the draft, and 31 million of these were found
physically and mentally qualified to serve. About 10 million were
drafted, with many additional millions being allowed to enlist. Volun-
tary enlistments, where one chose the service one wished to join,
stopped in 1943 (although one could apply and be accepted to the
officer accession programs). It would be hard to argue with Jerome
Peppers who states that “*we used our manpower unwisely and could
have been in serious manning problems in war production and mili-
tary service had the war not gone so well for us. Fortunately . . . the
war ended before our unwise manpower . . . policies could return to
bite us. . . . we really had no effective plan for the full scale manpower
mobilization which was required.”'*®

There were many draft deferments for individuals in both agri-
culture and “‘essential’”’ war industries that were jealously guarded by
those who held them. Many others had deferments too: civil servants,
hardship cases, religious officials, aliens, conscientious objectors,
handicapped people, etc. Too many men had deferments when the
crunch came in 1943 and 1944, but when the War Manpower Com-
mission on February 1, 1943 issued a list of *‘non-deferable’” occupa-

"7 Somers, 140-158.
148 peppers, 51-32.
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tions and called on draft boards to reclassify such people as category
1-A and available to the armed forces, the draft boards refused to
obey. The Commission, demonstrating its impotence, withdrew the
order in December that year. Bvrnes was more effective, and in De-
cember 1944 issued what came to be known as his “Work or Fight
Order” to use the Sclective Service System to drive men either into
essential jobs that were unpopular, or into the service. Byrnes wanted
to call into the services men under age 38 who left essential indus-
tries, or who changed jobs in a necessary industry without the author-
ity of the local draft board. He got his way, but few men were af-
fected—fewer than 50,000—probably because the threat of such a
possibility kept pcople working where the government needed them.
Some men who refused to work where nceeded ended up in special
Army labor camps doing necessary work but under punitive condi-
tions. Such frankly threatening measures as these were not popular
and also not terribly effective, and Byrnes called from late 1943 until
the end of the war for national service legislation. Roosevelt included
an appeal for such laws in his state of the union addresses in 1944
and 1945, and Byrnes tried to work his magic on the Congress, but
to no avail—such leg